Historic,  archived  document 

Do  not  assume  content  reflects  current 
scientific  knowledge,  policies,  or  practices. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

Public  Law  85-336 
H.  R.  9955 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

Index  and  summary  of  H.  R.  9955  . 1 

Digest  of  Public  Law  85-336  . ...2 


Index  and  summary  of  H.  R.  9955 


Jan.  lh,  1958 

Jan.  1?,  1958 
Jan.  20,  1958 

Jan.  21,  1958 
Jan.  23,  1958 

Feb.  20,  1958 

Feb.  2ii,  1958 
Feb.  26,  1958 


Rep.  Mills  introduced  H.  R.  9955  which  was  referred 
to  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  Print  of 
bill  as  introduced. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  9955  without  amend¬ 
ment.  H.  Rept.  No.  1282.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for  consideration 
of  H.  R,  9955.  H.  Res.  I1I46,  H.  Rept.  No.  1286. 

Print  of  bill  and  report. 

House  began  debate  on  H.  R.  9955. 

House  passed  H.  R.  9955  without  amendment. 

H.  R.  9955  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

Senate  committee  reported  H.  R.  9955  without  amend¬ 
ment.  S.  Report  No.  1297.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Senate  made  H.  R.  9955  its  unfinished  business. 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  9955  without  amendment. 

Approved:  Public  Law  85-336. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  85-336 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  IN  PUBLIC  DEBT  LIMIT.  Provides  for 
a  temporary  increase,  until  June  30,  1959,  of  $5  billion 


in  the  public  debt  limit 
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mittee  on  Ways  and  Me&tm 


A  BILL 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  14, 1958 

Mr.  Mills  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means 


A  BILL 

To  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 

4  enactment  of  this  Act  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959,  the 

5  public  debt  limit  set  forth  in  the  first  sentence  of  section  21 

6  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  shall  he 

7  temporarily  increased  by  $5,000,000,000. 
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85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j  j  No.  1282 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  IN  PUBLIC  DEBT  LIMIT 


January  17,  1958. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Mills,  from  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  9955] 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  9955)  to  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt 
limit,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without 
amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

General  Statement 

Section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  provides  a 
permanent  limit  of  $275  billion  on  the  amount  of  the  public  debt 
securities  which  may  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time.  In  the  83d 
Congress  (Public  Law  686,  83d  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  the  public  debt  limit 
was  temporarily  increased  from  $275  billion  to  $281  billion,  or  by  $6 
billion.  This  temporary  increase  was  extended  in  the  84th  Congress 
(Public  Law  124),  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  until  June  30,  1956,  and  again 
in  that  Congress  (by  Public  Law  678,  84th  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  but  this 
time  by  only  $3  billion  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1957.  After 
June  30,  1957,  the  public  debt  limit  reverted  to  the  permanent  limit 
of  $275  billion. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has  again  requested  that  the  existing 
debt  limit  be  temporarily  increased.  He  has  requested  that  the  per¬ 
manent  limit  be  temporarily  increased  to  $280  billion,  or  by  $5  billion, 
for  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enactment  and  ending  on 
June  30,  1959. 

Your  committee  is  concerned  both  about  the  necessity  of  increasing 
the  debt  limit  over  the  present  statutory  limit  of  $275  billion  and  the 
amount  of  the  temporary  increase  requested  by  the  administration. 
However,  in  view  of  the  Secretary’s  statement  (much  of  which  is 
quoted  below)  concerning  the  necessity  for  flexibility  in  managing  the 
fiscal  affairs  of  the  Government,  and  in  view  of  the  unsettled  condi¬ 
tions  confronting  the  United  States  on  both  the  economic  and  inter¬ 
national  fronts,  it  is  deemed  necessary  to  provide  the  authority  re- 
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quested  by  the  Secretary  and  to  increase  temporarily  the  maximum 
debt  limit  by  $5  billion  for  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959. 

In  providing  for  such  increase,  your  committee  places  primary 
reliance  upon  the  Secretary’s  assurance  that  those  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  will  exert  all  of  their  abilities  to  achieve  the  utmost  economy  in 
governmental  operations  and  to  manage  the  public  debt  as  best  they 
can  in  the  national  interest. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  made  the  following  statement  before 
your  committee  in  support  of  this  increase: 

I  want  to  make  clear  at  the  outset  that  the  need  for  a 
debt  limit  increase  is  based  on — 

1.  The  fact  that  cash  balances  have  been  running 
distressingly  low  *  *  *. 

2.  There  is  need  for  more  llexibility  for  more  efficient 
and  economical  management  of  the  debt. 

3.  Even  with  a  balanced  budget  there  will  still  be 
large  seasonal  fluctuations  in  receipts  which  make 
operations  under  the  $275  billion  limitation  most  diffi¬ 
cult. 

This  request,  made  within  the  framework  of  our  1959 
budget  estimates  for  revenue  and  expenditures,  emphasizes 
not  only  much-needed  flexibility  as  outlined  above,  but  takes 
into  account  contingencies  which  might  develop  in  a  world 
filled  with  uncertainties. 

*  *  *  *  * 

One  of  the  most  serious  difficulties  encountered  by  the 
Treasury  in  operating  under  the  present  limitation  is  the 
problem  of  carrying  out  our  financing  in  an  orderly  and 
economical  manner.  A  large  portion  of  our  public  debt  is 
made  up  of  securities  with  relatively  short  maturity.  More 
than  $25  billion  of  Treasury  bills  come  due  within  the  next 
90  days  and  more  than  $50  billion  of  Treasury  certificates, 
notes,  and  bonds  are  coming  due  in  the  calendar  year  1958. 

(See  attached  table  1  and  charts  1  and  2  on  the  volume  of 
Treasury  financing.)  [Parentheses  added.] 


Table  1. — Marketable  maturities  January  1958  through  December  1958  1 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Maturity  date 
1958 

Security  (issue  date) 

Total  amount 
outstanding 
Dec.  31, 1957 

Feb.  14.  .  _  ... 

326  percent  certificate  (Feb.  15,  1957) _  _ 

$10,  851 

Mar.  15 . 

2J4  percent  bond  (June  2.  1941)  . 

1,  449 

Apr.  1 _  . 

116  percent  exchange  note  (Apr.  1,  1953) 

383 

Apr.  15  _ . 

Special  bill  (Aug.  21,  1957) _  __  __  _ 

1.  751 

Apr.  15—  . 

2,  351 

June  15 _ 

4.  392 

June  15. . 

22s  percent  bond  (July  1,  1952) .  _ 

4,  245 

June  15 . 

919 

Aug.  1 _ 

11,  519 

Oct.  1.  _  _  _ 

121 

Dec.  1_  _ 

9,  830 

Dec.  15 . . 

216  percent  bond  (Feb.  15,  1953) _ 

2, 368 

Total. ..  .  .  . 

50, 179 

1  Excludes  $22.1  billion  of  regular  weekly  Treasury  bills  and  $3.0  billion  tax-anticipation 
bills  due  Mar.  24,  1958. 

1  Partially  tax  exempt.  Callable  June  15,  1958. 
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PUBLIC  DEBT  OUTLOOK 
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Chart  1 


Chart  2 


Some  part  of  this  short-term  indebtedness  is  coming  due 
each  month,  so  that  at  all  times  the  Treasury  is  faced  with 
substantial  refunding  problems.  An  objective  of  sound 
fiscal  policy  is  to  extend  the  maturity  of  new  issues  whenever 
opportunities  are  available,  so  as  to  avoid  concentrating  too 
large  a  portion  of  the  public  debt  in  the  area  of  short  maturi¬ 
ties. 
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In  recent  years,  due  to  market  conditions  or  the  restric¬ 
tions  of  the  debt  limit,  opportunities  to  accomplish  this 
objective  have  not  been  very  frequent.  We  should  be  able 
to  take  advantage  of  opportunities  in  the  period  ahead  of  us. 
Under  the  present  debt  limit,  we  would  not  be  able  to  take 
full  advantage  of  such  opportunities.  During  the  past  sev¬ 
eral  months,  we  have  been  able  to  issue  only  relatively  small 
amounts  of  longer  maturities  on  two  occasions.  The  practice 
of  the  Government  going  frequently  to  the  market  disturbs 
not  only  the  market  for  Government  securities  but  also  .the 
market  for  corporate,  State,  and  municipal  securities.  We 
should  be  able  to  conduct  our  operations  on  a  scale  com¬ 
mensurate  with  our  needs  and  in  accordance  with  the  condi¬ 
tions  which  prevail.  We  should  as  far  as  possible  leave  the 
markets  freer  to  absorb  new  financing  by  State  and  local 
governments  and  private  businesses. 

The  circumstances  which  I  have  outlined,  in  our  judgment, 
require  a  prompt  temporary  increase  in  the  present  statutory 
debt  limitation.  We  will  still  experience  in  fiscal  year  1959 
a  continuation  of  seasonal  peaks  in  the  collection  of  corporate 
income  taxes.  These  collections  of  corporate  taxes  are  grad¬ 
ually  being  leveled  off,  but  there  are  still  large  seasonal 
fluctuations.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  necessary 
for  the  Treasury  to  borrow  large  sums  in  the  July- December 
period  to  meet  expenditures,  and  to  pay  off  such  borrowings 
in  the  January-June  period,  even  in  years  when  we  have 
balanced  budgets.  (Chart  3  shows  the  semiannual  distri¬ 
bution  of  surplus  or  deficit  for  recent  years,  including  esti¬ 
mates  for  the  fiscal  year  1959.)  [Parentheses  added.] 
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Chart  3 
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It  is  difficult  to  make  precise  month-to-month  forecasts 
which  reflect  all  operations  of  the  Government,  including 
collection  of  a  great  many  types  of  revenues,  the  rates  of 
expenditures  under  the  programs  of  each  agency,  the  issue 
and  retirement  of  our  public  debt  obligations,  and  all  of  the 
multitude  of  operations  reflected  in  the  total  inflow  and  out¬ 
flow  of  the  Treasury.  We  have,  however,  made  estimates  of 
the  public  debt  and  cash  balances  which  are  based  upon  our 
best  judgment  as  of  the  moment,  and  I  am  submitting  for 
your  information  these  figures  in  the  attached  table  3. 
These  figures  assume  maintaining  mid-month  and  end-of- 
month  cash  balances  of  $3.5  billion  and  for  an  allowance  of 
$3.0  billion  for  flexibility  in  financing  and  for  contingencies. 

We  want  to  reemphasize  that  we  are  now  at  the  period  of 
the  year  when  the  Treasury  finds  itself  in  a  most  difficult 
position  and  at  a  time  when  we  are  facing  major  financing 
operations.  We  respectfully  urge,  therefore,  that  the 
Congress  give  prompt  consideration  to  this  matter. 

We  at  the  Treasury  assure  you  that  we  will  exert  all  our 
abilities  to  achieve  the  utmost  economy  in  governmental 
operations  and  to  manage  the  public  debt  as  best  we  can  in 
the  national  interest. 
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2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  500 

H.  R.  9955 

[Report  No.  1282] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  14, 1958 

Mr.  Mills  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means 

January  17, 1958 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 

4  enactment  of  this  Act  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959,  the 

5  public  debt  limit  set  forth  in  the  first  sentence  of  section  21 

6  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be 

7  temporarily  increased  by  $5,000,000,000. 
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[IGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  received  President' k  Economic  Rept.  House  Rules  Committee 
cleared  bill  to  increase  public  debt  Unfit,  \ep,  bitten  introduced  and  discussed 

^en  u5e  disaster  loan  revolving\fund.  He  also  discussed  Me,  pro. 
posed  bill  wO  restore  to  production  cetton  acreage  in  acreage  reserve  program. 

HCfJSE' 

1.  ECONOMIC  REPORT.  Both  Houses  deceived  the  President's  Economic  Report 
(H.  Doc,  279) ;  to  Joint  Economic  Committee,  pp,  \73-4,  576-7 
The  Report  includes  legislative  recommendations  as  follows: 

Extend  Titles  I  and  1Y  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  /for  one  year  beyond  June  30,  195S,  and  raise  the 
present  limit  on  permissible  expenses  and  losses  of  the  commodity  Credit 
Corporation  under  Title  I  by  $1,5  billion. 

Continue  the  special  milk  program  beyond  June  30,  1958, 

Eliminate  the  .escalator  clauses  governing  price  supports  basic  com¬ 
modities  under  pxe  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

Authorize  price  supports  for  wheat,  corn,  cotton  ,rice,  tobacdo,  peanuts, 
and  dairy  prguiucts  to  be  determined  administratively,  within  a  range  of  from 
60  to  90  percent  of  parity,  in  accordance  with  guidelines  already  established 
by  law  for  almost  all  other  agricultural  commodities. 

Extend  the  National  Wool  Act  beyond  March  31,  1959. 

Eliminate  acreage  allotments  for  corn  and  provide  discretionary  auth^it.y 
to  increase  allotments  of  other  crops. 

ermit  the  Acreage  Reserve  Program  to  expire  at  the  end  of  the  1958  croj 
son;  strengthen  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program;  and  consider  further 
onsolidation  of  Federal  activities  in  soil  and  water  conservation. 

Enlarge  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Advisory  Board  and  assign  it  the 
role  of  advising  the  Secretary  of  AGriculture  in  the  exercise  of  the  wider 
discretionary  authority  requested. 
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Revise  the  distribution  formula  under  Title  I  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  > 
to  permit  the  allocation  of  a  larger  amount  of  loan  funds  to  areas  of  acute  / 
\need,  and  require  States  to  contribute  at  least  25  percent  of  disaster-  / 
relief  costs  in  certain  emergency  programs.  / 

\ Extend  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  for  5  years  beyond  June  30,  1958;  permit 
the\reduction  of  any  duty  existing  on  July  1,  1958  by  5  percent  per  ye^r  over 

a  5-year  period,  or  by  an  equivalent  total  amount  in  not  less  than  three 

stages\with  a  maximum  of  10  percent  in  any  one  year;  also  permit,  alternatively, 
the  reduction  of  any  rate  of  duty  by  three  percentage  points  ad  vatorem 

without  ahy  yearly  reduction  exceeding  one  percentage  point,  or  tine  reduction 

of  any  rate  to  50  percent  ad  valorem,  if  the  existing  duty  is  higher  than 
that  amount,  without  any  yearly  reduction  exceeding  one-third/of  that  dif¬ 
ference;  and  authorize  United  States  ifcmbership  in  the  Organisation  for  Trade 
Cooperation.  \  / 

Extend  the  Export  Control  Act  beyond  its  expiration  on  June  30,  1958; 
amend  certain  customs  administration  provisions  in  the /Tariff  Act  of  1930; 
and  approve  amendmertts  to  the  Antidumpting  Act  of  192d  to  improve  its  ad¬ 
ministration.  \  / 

Provide  funds  for  the  Development  Loan  Fund  to  /finance  economic  develop¬ 
ment  projects  in  underdeveloped  countries,  and  feir  technical  assistance 
under  the  United  Nations  program.  / 

Increase  the  lending  authority  of  the  Export-Import  Bank. 

Provide  funds  for  the  improvement  of  Federal  economic  statistics  programs. 
Increase  statutory  debt  limit  temporarily. 

Grant  wider  discretionary  authority  to  department  and  agency  heads  to  set 
terms  on  private  loans  insured  orXguarariteed  by  the  Government. 

Provide  funds  on  a  temporary  basis/ror  grants  to  States  to  improve  in¬ 
struction  and  to  strengthen  State  departments  of  education  in  the  fields  of 
science  and  mathematics,  to  identify  and  encourage  able  high  school  students, 
to  provide  college  scholarships,  /And  toXimprove  State  statistics  on  education; 
and  funds  for  broader  support  ot  graduates  education  and  the  improvement  and 
expansion  of  foreign  language /teaching  in  colleges  and  universities. 

Establish  an  Area  Assista?n:e  Administration  in  the  Commerce  Department 
to  extend  loans,  research  grants,  and  technical  assistance  in  areas  of  per¬ 
sistent  unemployment.  /  \ 

_ / _ \ _ c 

2.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  (Jan.  17)  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  9955,  to  provide  a  temporary  increase  of  $5  billion  in  the  public 
debt  limit  (H.  Report  1282) .  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for 
consideration  of  the  bill.  p.  588 


3.  STATION  TRANSFERS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without 

amendment  S.  /I408,  to  provide  allowances  for  transport at ion\of  house  trailers 
to  civilian/employees  of  the  U.  S.  who  are  transferred  from  one  official 
station  to/another  (H.  Rept.  1285).  p.  586  \ 

4.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Moulder  inserted  a  telegram  from  the  Missouri  Farmers 

Association  criticizing  the  President’s  farm  message  as  revealing  'Xa  complete 
lack/of  understanding  of  the  farm  problem  and  a  lack  of  sympathy  forXthe 
pl/ght  of  American  farmers."  p.  578  \ 

5.  .PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Lane  discussed  his  proposed  bill  to  compensate  Federal  \ 

employees  under  certain  conditions  for  heart  disease,  pp.  578-9  \ 

6.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  a  proposed  bill  "to 

provide  for  continuation  of  authority  for  regulation  of  exports";  to  Banking 
and  Currency  Committee,  p.  585 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 
2d  Session  j  |  No.  1286 


[CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  9955 


January  20,  1958. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Trimble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  446] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  446,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 


o 


20008 


I 


•  v. 


85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  1 39 

H.  RES.  446 

[Report  No.  1286] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  20, 1958 

Mr.  Trimble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  hill  (H.  R.  9955)  to  pro- 

5  vide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit,  and 

6  all  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived. 

7  After  general  debate,  which  shall  he  confined  to  the  bill, 

8  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  three  hours,  to  be  equally 

9  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 

10  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  the  bill  shall 

11  be  considered  as  having  been  read  for  amendment.  No 

12  amendment  shall  be  in  order  to  said  bill  except  amendments 


V 


2 


1  offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 

2  but  said  amendments  shall  not  be  subject  to  amendment.  At 

3  the  conclusion  of  such  consideration,  the  Committee  shall 

4  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 

5  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall 

6  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 

7  to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion,  except  one 

8  motion  to  recommit. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  bill  for  temporary  increase  in  public  debt  limit.  Rep( 
Whitten  introduced  bill  to  restore  to  prpnuo^ion  cotton  acreage  in  acreage  re¬ 
serve  program. 

"HOUSE 

1.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  9955,  to  provide  a  temporary  $5  billion 

increase  in  the  public  debt  limit.  After  conclusion  of  general  debate,  a 
vote  on  the  measure  was  postponed  until  Thurs.,  Jan,  23,  pp.  590-612 

2.  FARM  RESOURCES.  Rep,  Horan  commended  this  Department  \for  a  recent  study, 

"Farm  Resources  Needed  for  Specified  Income  Levels,"  aiyd  inserted  a  letter 
from  Dr.  3.  T.  Shaw yncmmenting  on  the  study,  pp.  616-7 

3.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Re£.  Bailey  charged  the  Administration  with\sing  "misleading 

propaganda"  in An  "effort  to  force  approval  of  a  5-year  extension  of  our 
present  trade /agreements."  pp.  615-6 

4.  FISHERIES.  /Received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  ar.nual\report  of 

activities  and  research  to  encourage  the  distribution  of  domestically  pro¬ 
duced  fishery  products,  p.  618 


5,  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Received  the  annual  report  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 


Defense  Production  (H,  Rept.  1289) .  p.  618 

SENATE 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


FOSTAL  RATES.  Sen.  Johnston  announced  that  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  SQSfSice 
Committee  will  hold  hearings  Jan.  24  and  during  February  on  legislation  to 
increase  postal  rates,  and  said  he  hopes  a  bill  can  be  reported  early  in 
March.  p£  D29 


\ 


-  2  - 


14, 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Smith  inserted  an  editorial  summarizing  efforts  being 
made  to  develop  the  industrial  growth  of  the  Miss.  Delta  to  correspond  xo 
its  rich  agricultural  opportunities,  p.  A429 

Rep.  Miller,  Neb.,  inserted  an  article,  "Suburbia  Eating  Into  Oui 
lyneadbasket ,"  describing  how  urbanization  is  "gobbling  up"  a  million  acreas 
of  j^and  every  year  and  urging  more  systematic  planning  to  protec^/land  re¬ 
sources.  pp.  A431-2 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Gross  criticizing  the  propose^ farm  program 
and  inserting  an  editorial  on  this  subject,  p.  A440 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Burdick  criticizing  the  President’s  proposed 
farm  prograta  and  stating  the  program  is  "just  as  clear  as/mud."  p.  A441 
Rep.  Rhodes  inserted  an  editorial,  "The  President  any  the  Farmer,"  com¬ 
mending  the  proposed  program,  pp.  A468-9 


8.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  I&up.  Thompson  inserted  a  Nat'l  Federation  of  Independent 
Business  resolution^ urging  tax  relief  for  small  business,  pp.  A446-8 


9.  FOREST  PRODUCTS.  Rep.^Sikes  inserted  an  articW,  "Hardwood  Plywood  Imports: 
A  Warning  To  The  ForestVProducts  Industry."  >pp.  A450-1 


10.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Bart%ett  inserted  aynagazine  article,  "Power  Struggle 
on  the  Canadian  Border,"  discussing  the  Situation  on  the  U,  S.  -  Canadian 
border  regarding  water  resourbses.  pp. /A457-61 

Rep.  Dixon,  Utah,  inserted  aiyletter  discussing  the  need  for  more  funds 
for  the  Flaming  Gorge  and  Navajo\dan*s.  p.  A461 


11.  BUDGET.  Rep.  Smith,  Wise.,  inserhfedSan  article,  "Confessions  of  a  Bureaucrat, 
or,  How  the  Federal  Budget  Got  Xnat  w^v."  pp.  A469-71 

Rep.  Rhodes  inserted  a  portion  of  a^iplinger  Washington  Letter  discussing 
the  1959  budget,  pp.  A473-7 


12.  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Rep.  Uilman  inserted  a  nWspaper  aticle,  "Dangerous 
Decline  Found  in  United/States  Natural  Resources."  pp,  A478-79 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  *0148,  by  Rep.  Rees,  Kan.,  to  revise  basic  composition 
schedules  of  thef Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amenagd;  to  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  lOlSy,  by  Rep.  Fino,  to  amend  the  Annual  and  S^ck  Leave  Act  of  1951 
to  provide  yGmp-sum  payment  '  for  unused  sick  leave  to  \he  credit  of  an 
officer  oi 


the  service  on 


employee  immediately  prior  to  his  separation  fre 
retirement;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

H.  RC  10177,  by  Rep.  Lane,  to  create  a  presumption  that  certain  impair¬ 
ment  jsf  health  caused  by  hypertension  or  heart  disease  of  a  Feo^ral  or 
District  of  Columbia  employee  is  incurred  in  line  of  duty  for  purposes  of 
certain  retirement  and  disability  compensation  laws  or  systems;  toSpost 
:fice  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 


STATEHOOD.  H»  R.  10155,  by  Rep.  Dooley,  to  provide  for  the  admission  oiVthe 
State  of  Hawaii  into  the  Union;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committed 


LIVESTOCK  LOANS.  H.  R.  10158,  by  Rep.  Fisher,  to  extend  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  special  livestock  loans;  to  Agriculture  Cc 

mittee. 
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Senate 


The  Senate  was  not  in  s^sion  today.  Its  next  meeting  will  be  held  on  Thursday,  January  23,  1958,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


Home  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Reverend  Meletius  M.  Wojnar,  of 
the  Order  of  St.  Basil  the  Great,  assist¬ 
ant  professor  of  oriental  canon  law,  the 
Catholic  University  of  America,  offered 
the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  we,  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  in  the  name 
of  the  entire  Nation,  acknowledge  You 
as  our  Lord  and  God.  And  therefore,  as 
a  nation,  we  worship  You  and  we  respect 
Your  law.  We  thank  You  also  for  Your 
protection  from  all  evils  and  for  con¬ 
serving  in  our  Nation  the  great  prin¬ 
ciples  of  democracy :  freedom,  prosperity, 
and  justice  for  all.  Finally,  we  beseech 
You  for  peace  for  our  country  and  for 
all  other  countries. 

And,  especially  on  this  occasion  of  the 
40th  anniversary  of  the  independence  of 
Ukraine,  we  ask  You  to  grant  to  the, 
Ukrainian  Nation  and  its  40  millioj 
people  and  to  all  the  captive  nations 
hind  the  Iron  Curtain  the  opportunity 
to  live  and  to  worship  You  in  fre^raom, 
independence,  and  in  peace.  Amm. 


Tuesday,  January  21,  ia58 

to  Vttend  the  funeral  of  the  deceased  at 
Fairn\ont,  W.  Va. 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  communicate 
these  resolutions  to  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  andVtransmit  a  copy  thereof  to  the 
family  of  the  deceased. 

Resolved,  Tl^at  as  a  fu/ther  mark  of  respect 
to  the  memor\of  thy  deceased,  the  Senate 
do  now  adjourn.’ 


DEPARTMENT  OFvDEFENSE  SUPPLE¬ 
MENTAL  /APPROPRIATION  BILL, 
FISCAL /EAR  195o 

Mr.  MAHON,  from  th^\Committee  on 
Appropnations,  reported  tHe  bill  (H.  R. 
10146/  making  supplementakappropria- 
tionp  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
tly  fiscal  year  ending  June  SQ,  1958, 
id  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No\l288), 
;hich  was -read  a  first  and  seconosUme 
and,  with  the  accompanying  papers\re- 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whote 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  anc 
ordered  to  be  printed. 


THE  JOURNAL. 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  any  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROiy  THE  SENATE 

A  message  fro n/  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  off  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senatgoiad  adopted  the  follow¬ 
ing  resolutioi 

Sariate  Resolution  243 
ResolvedSrtia.t  the  Senate  has  heard  with 
profound /sorrow  and  deep  regret  the  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  death  of  Hon.  Matthew 
M.  Neaty,  late  a  Senator  from  the  State  of 
West^irginia. 

(solved.  That  a  committee  of  15  Senators 
b§/appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate 


The  bill  will  be  taken  up,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  plan  of  leadership,  tomorrow 
for  debate  and,  if  there  is  a  rollcall,  that 
will  come  on  Thursday. 

The  hearings  consist  of  only  one  thin 
volume  of  less  than  400  pages.  Those 
hearings  are  full  of  information  that 
should  be  in  the  possession  of  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House.  I  rise  to  alert  the 
Members  to  this  bill  and  to  ask  them  to 
read  the  report  and  look  into  the  hear¬ 
ings  in  order  that  we  may  take  proper 
action  when  we  call  up  the  bill  for  con¬ 
sideration  tomorrow. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  SUPPLE¬ 
MENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL, 
FISCAL  YEAR  1958 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  has  just  filed 
the  report  on  the  $1.2  billion  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1958.  The  report  covers  only  14  pages. 
There  have  been  thousands  of  columns 
printed  and  millions  of  words  have  been 
spoken  about  our  defense  situation. 
Questions  have  been  asked  as  to  the 
adequacy  of  appropriations  and  pro¬ 
grams.  I  do  hope  that  all  Members  of 
the  House  will  find  time  to  read  these  14 
pages. 


THE  FOUR-WAY  TEST 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  it  is  a  pleasure  for  me  today  to  join 
with  the  Delray  Beach  Rotary  Club  and 
^ts  president,  J.  Arnold  Carter,  who  is  in 
ishington  today,  in  presenting  to  each 
Member  of  Congress  a  3 -inch  hemisphere 
paperweight  with  the  four-way  test  in¬ 
scribe!^  on  it.  You  should  receive  it 
today. 

The  origin  of  the  four-way  test  dates 
back  to  l?te  and  was  created  and  set 
forth  by  Herbert  J.  Taylor,  of  Chicago, 
Ill.,  who  was  president  of  Rotary  Inter¬ 
national  in  1954M5.  During  the  depres¬ 
sion  years  Taylor\n  seeking  divine  guid¬ 
ance  in  a  particularly  important  prob¬ 
lem,  turned  to  the  tne  Scriptures  of  the 
Bible,  and  it  was  from  xiis  that  the  four¬ 
way  test  evolved. 

Four- Way  Te3 

1.  Is  it  the  truth? 

2.  Is  it  fair  to  all  concerned? 

3.  Will  it  build  good  will  and  be^er  friend¬ 
ships? 

4.  Will  it  be  beneficial  to  all  concerned? 
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It  has  been  variously  described  as  a 
^uide  to  use  in  any  relationship  of  gov- 
lment,  business,  or  social  life;  a  yard- 
of  all  things  thought,  said,  and 
dorite.  The  proven  results  obtained  by 
groups,  communities,  governing  bodies, 
and  individuals  who  have  adopted  it  are 
somewltat  amazing.  Rotarians  the  world 
over  a  A  extremely  enthusiastic  about 
the  merios  of  the  application  of  the  test 
when  applied  to  any  relationship  of  one 
person  witnvanother. 

Members  \f  the  Delray  Beach  Rotary 
Club  are  verj\enthusiastic  at  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  bringvbefore  Congress  the  four¬ 
way  test,  and\it  is  hoped  that  each 
Member  will  adopt  this  as  his  motto 
and  that  it  will  bV  beneficial  in  promot¬ 
ing  worldwide  peace  and  understanding. 

TELEVISION 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  amj  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  television 
belongs  to  the  people. 

In  its  presentation  of  entertainment, 
advertising,  and  news,  it  is  a  new  dem¬ 
ocratic  medium  of  communicacion  that 
must  be  kept  free  from  monopolistic 
control. 

There  is  a  movement  underway  in 
favor  of  pay  TV  that  would  reduce  it  to 
the  status  of  a  jukebox  screen,  wn^re 
you  would  have  to  pay  to  see  what  is  ct 
rently  free.  If  such  a  system  should  pre\ 
vail,  it  would  deny  to  many  a  poor  familjA, 
the  programs  that  can  be  enjoyed  now 
by  every  viewer  irrespective  of  his  eco-y 
nomic  position. 

It  would  place  privilege  above  choic 
Outstanding  programs  will  be  seen  o/ly 
by  those  who  pay  a  monthly  fee  or  a  stip¬ 
ulated  price  per  program.  The  national 
television  audience  will  be  split  between 
the  have  and  the  have-nots,  introduc¬ 
ing  a  divisive  element  that  could  have 
far-reaching  social  consequences. 

We  never  contemplated  sudh  a  split 
personality  for  radio.  Why,  tjien,  should 
we  foster  it  in  television? 

Test  samples  of  public  opinion  on  this 
issue  are  running  heavily  against  pay-as- 
you-see  TV.  A  few  mcmths  ago,  the 
people  in  the  Salinas-Monterey  and  San 
Luis  Obispo  areas  of/ California  were 
polled  as  to  their  vi/ws  on  this  issue. 
The  verdict:  4  in  favor,  5,002  against. 

In  order  that  pa y  TV  will  not  be  im¬ 
posed  on  the  American  people  against 
their  will,  I  have  introduced  a  bill  similar 
to  that  proposed  by  Senator  William 
Lancer,  and  d/signed  to  “prohibit  the 
charging  of  a /  fee  to  view  telecasts  in 
private  homes.”  it  reads: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  of  /934  (48  Stat.  1064) ,  as  amended, 
is  amendec/by  adding  after  section  507  the 
following:/ 

“CHARGIN/G  FEES  FOR  VIEWING  TELECASTS  IN 
PRIVATE  HOMES 

“Sec/ 508.  (a)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
per  soil  to  impose  or  attempt  to  impose,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  any  toU,  fee,  subscrip¬ 
tion/  or  other  charge,  on  the  general  public 
tow  the  privilege  of  viewing  television  pro- 
g»4ms  in  private  homes  until  such  person 
/as  been  so  authorized  by  the  Commission 


subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  enactment  ofy 
this  section. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  not  authorise 
or  permit  the  imposing  of  any  such  toll,  fee, 
subscription,  or  other  charge  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  until  It  is 
authorized  to  do  so  by  a  law  enacted/ after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sectior 

Sec.  2.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  /  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934  is  am/nded  by 
striking  out  “section  301”  and  in/erting  in 
lieu  thereof  “sections  301  and  50s/’: 

As  you  will  note,  the  emphasis  is  on 
“viewing  telecasts  in  priv/te  homes.” 
This  is  a  right  that  must  no/ be  restricted 
by  any  mercenary  factor./  In  this  right 
of  choice,  all  Americans  must  be  equal. 

Therefore,  I  urge  passage  of  protective 
legislation  that  will  m /in tain  our  tradi¬ 
tion  of  free  television/  and  promote  the 
democratic  principl/s  on  which  it  is 
based. 

COMMITTEE  /)N  BANKING  AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  at 
the  request  oy the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  B/nking  and  Currency,  I  ask 
unanimous /consent  that  that  committee 
may  sit  today  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 
Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 


lan  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walter; 
Imaccordance  with  his  philosophy  of  ij 
migisation,  he  has  been  most  painstak- 
inglysognizant  of  his  duties  as  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Immigr/tion  of 
the  Judibiary  Committee.  Har  has  re¬ 
sponded  with  expertness.  I/irequently 
am  in  disagreement  with  him  but  never 
doubt  Tiis  sincerity.  I  Hunk  the  work 
that  he  has  done  with  /reference  to  the 
activities  of  the  Intergovernmental  Com¬ 
mittee  on  EuropeaiWMigration  is  exem¬ 
plary.  It  is  for  th&tVeason,  I  am  sure, 
among  others,  Utfat  tnh  Government  of 
the  Netherlamis  and  its  distinguished 
Queen  has  bestowed  upon^im  this  dis¬ 
tinction. 

I  am  ve*^  happy  that  he  is  Nje  recipi¬ 
ent  thereof. 

The/nill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the \hird 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  \e- 
cOnsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AWAftD  OF  CROSS  OF  COMMANDER 
OT  THE  ORDER  OF  ORANGE-NAS- 
JAU  TO  HON.  FRANCIS  E.  WALTER 

[r.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
fsk  unanimous  consent  for  immediate 
^consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  10147) 
<o  permit  Hon.  Francis  E.  Walter,  Mem- 
t  of  Congress,  authorization' to  accept 
the  award  of  Cross  of  Commander  of  the 
Orher  of  Orange-Nassau  conferred  upon 
himYby  Her  Majesty  the  Queen  of  the 
Netherlands. 

TheV)lerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 
There Vas  no  objection. 

The  Claj'k  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

H.  R.  10147 

A  bill  to  permit  Hon.  Francis  E.  Walter, 
Member  of  Congress,  authorization  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  award  of  Cross  of  Commander 
of  the  Order  \)f  Orange-Nassau  conferred 
upon  him  by  Hftf  Majesty  the  Queen  of  the 
Netherlands 
Be  it  enacted,  ele.,  That  the  Honorable 
Francis  E.  Walter,  Member  of  Congress,  is 
authorized  to  accept  ihe  award  of  the  Cross 
of  Commander  of  the  Order  of  Orange-Nas¬ 
sau  conferred  upon  hinVby  Her  Majesty  the 
Queen  of  the  NetherlandSu  together  with  any 
decorations  and  documents  evidencing  such 
award.  The  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  deliver  to,  the  Honorable 
Francis  E.  Walter  any  decorations  and  docu¬ 
ments  evidencing  such  award' 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  2  of  the  act  of  Januaryv31,  1881  (5 
U.  S.  C.,  sec.  114),  or  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  Honorable  Francis  E.  Walter  may 
wear  and  display  the  decoration  referred  to 
in  the  first  section  of  this  act  after\accept- 
ance  thereof. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  mo\e  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  happy  to  note  that 
the  Government  of  the  Netherlands  has 
bestowed  this  accolade  of  honor  upoi 
our  distinguished  colleague  the  gentle-' 


INCREASING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
LIMIT 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  the  resolution — House  Resolution 
446 — and  ask  for  its  immediate  consider¬ 
ation. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9955) 
to  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the 
public-debt  limit,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the 
bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  3  hours, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  the  bill 
shall  be  considered  as  having  been  read  for 
amendment.  No  amendment  shall  be  in  or¬ 
der  to  said  bill  except  amendments  offered 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  but  said  amendments  shall  not  be 
subject  to  amendment.  At  the  conclusion 
of  such  consideration,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  fin.al  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion,  except  one  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  and  yield  myself  such  time 
as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  446 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  H.  R. 
9955,  a  bill  to  provide  for  a  temporary 
increase  in  the  public  debt  limit. 

The  resolution  provides  for  the  usual 
closed  rule,  waives  points  of  order  against 
the  bill  and  grants  3  hours  of  general 
debate.  The  only  amendments  that  may 
be  offered  are  those  amendments  offered 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  but  such  amendments  are  not 
subject  to  amendment. 

Section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
Act  provides  a  permanent  limit  of  $275. 
billion  on  the  amount  of  the  public  debt. 
This  bill  provides  that  the  debt  limit 
shall  be  increased  by  $5  billion,  begin- 
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ning  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bill 
and  ending  June  30,  1959. 

My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills],  in  presenting  his 
request  for  a  rule  before  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  pointed  out  that  following  the 
request  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
to  raise  the  debt  limit  to  $280  billion,  a 
public  hearing  was  held.  After  hearing 
the  testimony  presented,  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  determined  that  the 
full  $5  billion  temporary  increase  in  the 
debt  limit  should  be  allowed.  The  in¬ 
crease  would  provide  for  the  immediate 
cash  requirements  of  the  Government 
since  the  cash  balances  have  been  very 
low.  The  increase  would  also  provide  a 
wider  margin  between  the  actual  public 
indebtedness  and  the  statutory  limit 
which  would  give  more  flexibility  in  man¬ 
aging  more  efficiently  and  economically 
the  fiscal  affairs  of  the  Government. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  446  so  the  House  may  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  this  measure  for 
which  ample  time  for  debate  has  been 
provided. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
-  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Can  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  to  the  House  why  this  is  a  closed 
rule? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  That  is  a  little  diffi¬ 
cult  to  do  in  one  sense  and  not  very  diffi¬ 
cult  to  do  in  another.  Revenue  bills 
coming  out  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  are  very  complicated.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
appeared  before  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  convinced  us  th#t  the  bill  should  be 
brought  up  under  a  closed  rule  and  a 
majority  of  the  committee  voted  that 
way. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Will  the  gentleman 
.  yield  further? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  the  gentleman  say¬ 
ing  this  is  a  revenue  bill? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  In  a  sense  it  is. 
There  is  $5  billion  of  revenue  involved. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  still  have  no  substantial 
explanation  of  why  this  bill  should  be 
called  to  the  floor  under  a  gag  rule.  Will 
the  gentleman  say  what  the  representa¬ 
tion  was  that  caused  the  committee  to 
report  out  a  closed  rule? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  The  only  explana¬ 
tion  I  can  give  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
is  the  one  I  have  just  given,  that  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  sought 
this  kind  of  rule  and  the  Committee  on 
Rules  on  the  showing  made  granted  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  '  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  can  the,  gentleman  tell  me 
where  we  can  obtain  a  copy  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  in  connection  with  the  bill? 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  In  the  Committee  on 
Rules.  I  am  not  sure  that  the  proceed¬ 
ings  were  taken  down. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  think  the 
hearings  on  the  bill  itself  would  be  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
some  reluctance  that  I  find  myself  in 


opposition  to  both  the  rule  and  the  sub¬ 
ject  matter  of  the  bill  which  it  makes  in 
order. 

First,  as  I  think  most  of  the  member¬ 
ship  know,  I  am  never  enthusiastic  about 
closed  or  so-called  gag  rules.  I  opposed 
this  type  of  rule  in  committee  because  I 
could  see  no  justification  whatsoever  for 
it.  The  issue  is  a  simple  one  here.  It  is 
merely  a  question  of  whether  the  debt 
limit  should  be  raised  and  if  so,  how 
much.  Certainly  the  membership  should 
have  an  opportunity  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments  either  cutting  or  raising  the 
amount.  Secondly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  bill.  As  I  stated  to  the 
House  the  other  day,  I  do  not  think  this 
is  a  time  for  hysterical  recation  to  the 
new  phase  of  the  Russian  cold  war — the 
sputnik.  This  is  the  justification  urged 
for  further  increasing  our  debt  limit. 

I  am  sure  we  are  all  aware  of  the  fact 
this  country  has  the  greatest  national 
debt  not  only  of  the  present  family  of 
nations,  but  in  the  history  of  the  world. 
We  cannot  go  on  indefinitely  increasing 
this  debt  without  bringing  about  the  de¬ 
struction  of  our  fiscal  system  and  thereby 
pulling  the  pillars  down  on  this  Nation, 
the  leader  of  the  free  world.  Again  I 
repeate  that  the  Russian  masters  are 
following  the  Lenin  doctrine  of  destroy¬ 
ing  this  champion  of  the  free  peoples 
by  destroying  it  from  within. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  in 
good  conscience  go  along  with  this  rule 
or  the  bill.  One  way  to  stop  increasing 
the  national  debt  is  to  stop  increasing 
the  debt  limit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  speak  as  a  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
rather  reluctantly  bring  this  rule  before 
the  House.  Very  frankly,  and  I  think  I 
owe  it  to  the  House  to  say  so,  I  voted 
against  this  closed  or  gag  rule  when  it 
was  before  our  committee.  I  did  so  be¬ 
cause  I  believed  an  opportunity  should 
have  been  given  for  those  members  of 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  who 
supported  only  a  $3  billion  increase  in  the 
national  debt  limit,  instead  of  $5  billion 
to  have  their  proposal  voted  upon.  I 
now  understand — and  I  certainly  hope 
so — that  when  a  motion  to  recommit  is 
made  it  will  carry  the  $3  billion  figure. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MASON.  I  assure  the  gentleman 
that  will  be  done. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much.  That  arrange¬ 
ment  will  at  least  give  the  House  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  decide  for  itself  whether  we 
should  have  a  $3  billion  increase  in  the 
national  debt  limit,  a  $5  billion  increase, 
or  none  at  all. 

In  further  explanation  of  this  present 
situation,  and  of  my  vote  in  the  Rules 
Committee,  let  me  point  out  that  in  the 
past  similar  bills  have  been  brought  up 
in  the  House  to  increase  the  debt  limit, 
under  gag  rules  whereby  the  House  mem¬ 
bership  had  no  opportunity  to  express 
their  full  will,  but  only,  as  in  the  old 
German  Reichstag,  to  vote  “Ja”  or 


“Nein”  on  the  bill  as  reported.  The  bill 
would  then  go  to  the  Senate,  and  in  turn 
the  Senate  would  reduce  the  amount  by 
which  the  debt  ceiling  would  be  lifted  to 
$3  billion. 

In  the  end,  the  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  are  left  looking  like 
a  lot  of  dumb  sheep.  So  I  am  getting  a 
little  bit  tired  of  these  closed  or  gag 
rules,  especially  when  the  legislation  to 
be  considered  is  not  a  general  revenue 
bill,  but  only  to  a  measure  containing 
one  real  issue  in  it,  the  amount  by  which 
we  should  increase  the  national  debt. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  frcm  Ohio  for  the  position 
he  has  taken  in  the  Rules  Committee  in 
his  effort  to  give  the  House  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  work  its  will  upon  this  and 
other  bills  that  have  come  before  the 
House,  particularly  this  bill.  It  is  un¬ 
thinkable  that  there  should  be  a  gag 
rule  on  one  of  the  first  measures  of  any 
consequence  to  be  brought  before  the 
House  in  the  present  session. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Let  me  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  it  is  not  a  happy 
circumstance  in  which  I  find  myself,  or 
to  disagree  with  the  large  majority  of 
the  Members  of  the  Rules  Committee, 
for  all  of  whom  I  have  great  respect. 
But  this  is  certainly  not  a  general  reve¬ 
nue  bill.  It  is  not  made  up  of  a  great 
number  of  paragraphs,  sections,  ideas, 
and  items  dealing  with  many  questions. 
It  brings  up  only  the  question  whether 
we  want  a  $5  billion  increase  in  the  na¬ 
tional  debt  limit  or  whether  we  would 
rather  go  a  little  slow  and  perhaps  keep 
the  brake  on  the  spenders  a  bit  by  say¬ 
ing:  “We  will  vote  a  $3  billion  increase 
now  to  give  you  elbow  room.  Then  if 
we  have  to  increase  the  national  debt 
limit  later,  because  of  any  great  emer¬ 
gency,  we  can  do  so.” 

Let  me  say  further  that  I  am  reluc¬ 
tant,  in  my  own  mind,  as  to  the  wisdom 
or  need  of  increasing  the  debt  limit.  I 
understand  fully  the  position  of  the 
Treasury  Department.  I  know  some¬ 
thing  of  the  testimony  that  was  given 
before  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  as  to  the  necessity  for  lifting  the 
debt  limit.  However,  there  are  two  ways 
to  balance  our  budget.  One  is  by  deficit 
spending;  the  other  is  by  reducing  public 
spending,  so  that  we  do  not  go  over  the 
present  debt  limit. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Obviously  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  3] 

Addonlzio  Barden  Buckley 

Allen,  Ill.  Belcher  Budge 

Andersen  Bow  Byrne,  HI. 

Arends  Brownson  Canfield 
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Carnahan 

Jackson 

Radwan 

Chiperfield 

Judd 

Rains 

Christopher 

Kean 

Rodino 

Church 

Kearney 

Roosevelt 

Clevenger 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

St.  George 

Coffin 

Knutson 

Schwengel 

Collier 

Laird 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Cooley 

Lennon 

Sheehan 

Cunningham, 

Lipscomb 

Sheppard 

Iowa 

McCarthy 

Simpson,  Ill- 

Dawson,  Ill. 

McCulloch 

Springer 

Dellay 

McDonough. 

Staggers 

Dies 

McVey 

Talle 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Macdonald 

Thompson, 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Merrow 

La. 

Frelinghuysen 

Michel 

Tollefson 

Friedel 

Moore 

Tuck 

Garmatz 

Morrison 

Vursell 

Cranahan 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Wainwright 

Grant 

O'Neill 

Wier 

Gray 

Passman 

Williams, 

Green,  Pa. 

Patterson 

N.  Y. 

Halleck 

Pillion 

Zelenko 

Hillings 

Prouty 

Hosmer 

Rabaut 

T'he  SPEAKER.  Three 

hundred  and 

forty-six  Members  have  answered  to 
their  names,  a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


INCREASE  OP  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
LIMIT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
even  at  the  risk  of  being  misunderstood 
by  some  Members  I  want  to  repeat  what 
I  said  in  the  Rules  Committee,  and  that 
is  that  had  a  majority  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  voted  during  the  past 
20  years  as  I  have  voted,  for  economy 
and  against  certain  great  expenditures, 
our  national  debt  would  now  be  some¬ 
where  around  $100  billion  instead  of 
nearly  $275  billion.  I  realize,  however, 
that  is  all  water  over  the  dam.  I  do, 
however,  want  to  point  out  that  there  are 
means  and  methods  which  the  Congress 
can  and  should  follow  to  eliminate  waste 
and  extravagance  in  the  spending  of  the 
public  borrowed  money  which  will  be 
made  available  when  the  debt  limit  is 
raised.  I  refer  to  the  recommendations 
of  the  first  and  second  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sions,  some  of  which  have  been  put  into 
effect  with  resultant  high  savings  of 
public  moneys  and  by  greater  efficiency 
in  the  operation  of  some  of  the  agencies 
of  Government;  but  there  are  still  pend¬ 
ing  in  this  Congress,  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
great  many  bills  to  put  into  effect  the 
recommendations  of  both  the  first  and 
second  Hoover  Commissions  which,  if 
enacted  into  law  as  requested,  in  many 
instances  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  would  sharply  cut  and  greatly 
reduce  public  spending,  and  would  result 
in  such  great  savings  as  to  perhaps  make 
it  possible  for  us  to  meet  the  increased 
cost  of  our  space  age  national  defense 
without  the  necessity  of  borrowing  more 
money,  or  raising  taxes.  This  is  some¬ 
thing  to  which  we  should  give  our  at¬ 
tention  in  the  days  and  weeks  ahead,  be¬ 
cause  the  people  of  the  United  States 
are  entitled  to  our  best  effort  to  operate 
this  Federal  Government  in  this  new 
age  on  a  sound  basis.  They  are  de¬ 
manding  we  eliminate  waste  and  ex¬ 
travagance  wherever  we  may  find  it,  and 
that  we  make  every  effort  to  get  greater 


efficiency  and  economy  in  the  transaction 
of  the  public  business. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said  at  the  outset, 
I  voted  against  the  granting  of  this 
closed  rule  by  our  Rules  Committee  be¬ 
cause,  at  that  time,  I  had  no  definite 
assurance  the  House  would  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  vote  on  reducing 
the  amount  of  the  increase  in  the  debt 
limit.  Since  that  time  I  have  been 
assured,  as  you  heard  stated  here  today 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  by  responsible 
Members,  that  there  will  be  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  us  to  vote  upon  a  motion  to 
recommit  to  reduce  the  increase  in  the 
debt  limit  to  $3  billion,  rather  than  for 
the  proposed  $5  billion  increase  now  in 
the  bill. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  we  will 
have  before  us,  when  we  finally  come  to 
vote  upon  this  bill,  at  least  three  choices 
or  ways  to  vote:  One,  of  course,  is  to  vote 
for  the  entire  committee  measure  con¬ 
taining  the  $5  billion  increase  in  the  debt 
limit;  another  is  to  vote  for  the  motion 
to  recommit,  fixing  the  increase  at  $3  bil¬ 
lion;  and,  of  course,  finally  just  vote 
“No”  on  the  whole  measure.  Therefore, 
under  such  circumstances,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  do  not  intend  to  oppose  adoption  of 
this  rule;  inasmuch  as  it  will  now  be 
possible  for  the  House  to  work  its  will 
under  the  limitations  I  have  just  men¬ 
tioned  and  which  I  believe  will  give  us  all 
an  opportunity  to  express  our  own  con¬ 
victions  on  the  pending  legislation. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Patman]. 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

THE  DEBT  INCREASE  BILL  INVOLVES  $163  MILLION 

A  YEAR  IN  UNNECESSARY  INTEREST  CHARGES 

AND  APPROVES  PRIVATE  BANKS  HAVING  FREE 

USE  OF  $3  BILLION  OF  TREASURY  FUNDS 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Rules  Committee  and 
requested  that  committee  not  to  give  a 
closed  rule  on  this  bill,  because  I  wanted 
to  offer  an  amendment.  Other  Mem¬ 
bers,  I  think,  should  also  have  the  priv¬ 
ilege  of  offering  amendments. 

I  desired  to  offer  an  amendment  that 
would  save  the  Government  a  lot  *  of 
money.  Under  existing  law  the  Treas¬ 
ury  can  borrow  directly  from  the  Federal 
Reserve  banks,  up  to  $5  billion.  That 
law  is  in  effect  now.  Under  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  proposed,  if  the  Treasury  went 
above  the  $275  billion  debt  limit,  that 
money  would  be  borrowed,  through  exer¬ 
cise  of  existing  law,  directly  from  the 
Federal  Reserve  System.  If  the  whole 
amount  were  borrowed  in  that  way,  it 
would  save  the  Government  $163  million 
a  year  in  interest  charges.  I  asked  the 
committee  to  give  me  an  opportunity  to 
offer  this  amendment,  and  to  extend  the 
time  of  debate,  which  was  proposed  to  be 
1  hour.  The  Rules  Committee  did  not 
accede  to  my  request  but,  instead,  has 
given  a  closed  rule,  although  it  graciously 
extended  the  time  of  debate  to  3  hours. 
We  will  have  plenty  of  time  to  talk,  but 
we  cannot  vote  on  anything  except  what 
has  been  described  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown], 
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THREE  OF  THE  FIVE  BILLIONS  ARE  FOR  PRIVATE 
BANKS 

In  this  bill,  Secretary  Anderson  has 
really  demonstrated  courage.  He  is  a 
courageous  man.  He  came  before  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  said 
that  he  wanted  to  keep  $31,4  billion  on 
deposit  in  the  Reserve  banks  and  in  the 
private  commercial  banks.  He  laid  it 
right  on  the  line.  He  did  not  quibble 
about  it.  In  other  words,  he  wants  the 
Congress  to  endorse  his  placing  in  the 
Federal  Reserve  banks  and  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  banks  $3V2  billion.  That  is  one 
of  the  purposes  of  this  bill.  A  half  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  of  that,  I  think,  is  necessary. 
Secretary  Anderson  needs  a  half  billion 
dollars  in  the  Federal  Reserve  banks,  as 
the  Treasury  has  had  in  the  past,  but 
it  is  unnecessary  to  keep  $3  billion  in 
the  private  commercial  banks,  because 
the  people  have  lent  that  money  to  the 
Government.  The  Government  is  pay¬ 
ing  interest  on  it,  and  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  keep  it  on  deposit  with  the  pri¬ 
vate  commercial  banks,  at  no  interest — 
remember  not  one  penny  of  interest  does 
the  Government  get — I  think  is  wrong. 
This  does  not  serve  any  public-interest 
function.  The  money  in  the  private 
commercial  banks  is  beyond  the  issuance 
of  a  Government  check;  it  is  removed 
from  that.  It  has  to  be  brought  into  the 
Federal  Reserve  banks  before  the  Treas¬ 
ury  can  issue  a  check  on  it.  So  I  say 
this  is  going  away  out  of  line,  to  let  the 
banks  have  from  three  to  six  billion  dol¬ 
lars  on  deposit  all  the  time,  money  that 
is  costing  the  people  3  and  4  percent 
interest.  In  other  words,  it  is  costing 
taxpayers  $240  million  a  year  on  $6  bil¬ 
lion,  or  $120  million  on  $3  billion — that 
will  be  the  average  if  this  bill  becomes 
effective. 

FULL  $5  BILLION  OF  FEDERAL  RESERVE  AUTHOR¬ 
ITY  IS  AVAILABLE 

So  the  question  is  whether  we  will 
place  our  approval  on  an  announced 
policy  to  keep  $3  billion,  as  an  average, 
in  the  private  commercial  banks,  on 
which  the  Government  will  receive  no 
interest  but  upon  which  the  Government 
and  the  taxpayers  will  be  paying  interest 
at  all  times. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  knows  that  I  have  always  been 
interested  in  the  renewal  of  the  act 
which  provides  that  the  Government  can 
have  $5  billion  outstanding  at  any  one 
time.  Can  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
tell  me  what  use  is  presently  being  made 
of  that  ability  to  borrow  money? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  has  been  endorsed 
by  every  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  It 
has  been  endorsed  by  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System  and  by  the  previous  Under 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Burgess. 
So,  why  should  it  not  be  used?  Why 
should  we  take  an  action  that  will  make 
this  $5  billion  cost  the  Government  an 
unnecessary  $163  million  every  year  to 
carry  this  additional  amount? 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  use  is  being  made 
of  that  ability  to  borrow  today? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Absolutely  none;  not 
one  dollar’s  worth  of  securities  are  now 
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held  by  the  Federal  Reserve  System  un¬ 
der  the  $5  billion  direct-purchase  au¬ 
thority.  It  has  been  used  substantially  in 
the  past. 

HOW  TO  USE  BANKERS’  INFLUENCE  TO  KEEP  THE 
DEBT  DOWN 

If,  in  authorizing  this  $5  billion  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Federal  debt  we  required 
the  Treasury  to  raise  whatever  money 
they  do  raise  under  this,  by  selling  the 
new  securities  direct  to  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System,  then  it  wil  be  a  lot  less 
likely  that  the  Federal  debt  will  be  in¬ 
creased  necessarily.  Under  those  condi¬ 
tions  the  banks  would  oppose  increasing 
the  Federal  debt  and  help  us  hold  it 
down.  Thereby  we  could  have  the  power 
and  the  influence  of  the  bankers  of  the 
country  working  to  keep  the  debt  down, 
instead  of  working  to  increase  it.  But, 
as  the  bill  stands,  $3  billion  of  this  is  for 
the  private  banks,  remember  that,  my 
friends,  and  a  vote  for  this  bill  as  it 
stands  is  a  vote  to  put  $3  billion  in  the 
banks,  for  free  use  by  the  banks,  upon 
which  the  people  are  paying  interest. 

I  think  that  Congress  is  going  to  have 
to  face  up  to  this  problem  of  the  Federal 
debt,  and  make  some  definite  plan  for 
paying  it  off.  We  ought  to  work  out  a 
sinking  fund  plan,  with  a  definite  sched¬ 
ule  for  reducing  the  debt  when  times  are 
good.  It  should  have  been  reduced  sub¬ 
stantially  the  past  few  years,  during 
prosperous  times. 

Now  to  make  perfectly  clear  how  I 
think  this  bill  to  increase  the  ceiling  on 
the  Federal  debt  should  be  handled,  let 
me  read  from  the  statement  I  made  to 
the  Rules  Committee,  explaining  why 
we  should  have  an  opportunity  to  amend 
the  bill.  I  said : 

H.  R.  9955  is  to  authorize  an  increase  from 
$275  billion  to  $280  billion  in  the  Federal 
debt  limit.  I  hope  that  when  this  commit¬ 
tee  reports  the  bill,  it  will  give  it  an  open 
rule,  so  that  amendments  may  be  made  on 
the  floor  of  the  House. 

The  amendment  I  propose  to  the  bill  is  as 
follows : 

“Provided,  That  any  amount  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  debt  in  excess  of  $275  billion  is  repre¬ 
sented  by  securities  of  the  United  States  held 
by  the  Federal  Reserve  System  as  a  result  of 
direct  purchase  from  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States.” 

There  are  several  reasons  for  requiring  the 
Treasury  to  sell  directly  to  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System. 

HOW  $163  MILLION  A  YEAR  WOULD  BE  SAVED 

First,  this  will  save  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  about  $163  million  a  year  in  interest 
charges.  In  the  past,  the  Federal  Reserve 
System  has  charged  the  Treasury  one-fourth 
percent  on  such  securities.  This  rate  is  in 
contrast  to  about  3/2  percent  which  the 
Treasury  would  have  to  pay  to  sell  the  new 
securities  to  the  private  banks  or  the  public 
generally.  Furthermore,  it  does  not  really 
matter  what  interest  rate  the  Treasury  may 
pay  the  Federal  Reserve  System.  The  Sys¬ 
tem  is  owned  by  the  Government,  and  it  pays 
90  percent  of  its  net  income  back  into  the 
Treasury. 

AMENDMENT  WOULD  USE  TRADITIONAL  METHODS 

Second,  the  authority  for  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System  to  purchase  up  to  $5  billion  in 
securities  direct  from  the  Treasury  already 
exigts^  and  it  is  traditional  and  orthodox. 
Prior  to  1935  this  authority  was  without 
limitation.  Since  1942  the  limit  has  been 
$5  billion  at  any  one  time;  and  the  authority 
has  run  only  for  periods  of  2  years.  But  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  authority  have  been  re¬ 


quested  each  2  years,  and  each  time  the 
authority  has  been  extended  without  objec¬ 
tion.  The  present  authority  expires  June  30, 
1958,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has 
already  requested  its  extension  for  another 
2  years. 

Since  1954,  however,  the  authority  has  not 
been  used.  At  the  present  time,  therefore, 
the  full  $5  billion  is  available.  But  it  is  not 
likely  to  be  used  to  any  substantial  extent 
unless  Congress  requires  that  it  be  used. 

SAME  PURPOSES  OF  DEBT  INCREASE  AND  FEDERAL 
RESERVE  AUTHORITY 

Third,  the  authority  for  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System  to  purchase  securities  directly 
from  the  Treasury  has  exactly  the  same  pur¬ 
poses  as  the  $5  billion  increase  in  the  debt 
limit  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
now  requesting.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  has  said  that  this  increase  in  debt  au¬ 
thority  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
about  a  general  increase  in  the  natioanl  debt, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  giving  him  ‘‘elbow 
room”  to  manage  a  debt  of  about  the  present 
size.  He  has  explained  that  the  new  au¬ 
thority  is  needed  to  smooth  out  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  ups  and  down  when 
revenues  are  flowing  in  and  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Treasury  to  pay  its  bills  when 
due.  He  has  given  the  same  purposes  for  the 
Federal  Reserve  purchasing  authority,  as 
has  the  previous  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  as  has  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

ADMINISTRATION  OEJECTED  TO  COST-SAVINGS 
AMENDMENT 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Treas¬ 
ury  objected  to  my  proposed  amendment, 
principally  on  the  ground  that  to  sell 
securities  direct  to  the  Federal  Reserve 
would  be  inflationary.  Furthermore,  the 
claim  was  made,  I  understand,  that  this 
authority  for  direct  sales  to  the  Federal 
Reserve  was  intended,  and  given,  only  for 
use  in  adjusting  some  unusual  situa¬ 
tions,  and  then  on  very  short-term,  day- 
to-day  basis. 

As  for  the  argument  that  my  proposal 
would  be  inflationary,  this  is  a  nonsensi¬ 
cal  argument  for  objecting  to  the  amend¬ 
ment.  If  there  were  a  question  here,  the 
question  would  be  whether  my  proposal 
is  more  or  less  inflationary  than  each 
of  the  alternative  methods  which  might 
be  used  for  selling  the  new  securities. 
More  particularly,  the  question  would  be 
whether  my  proposal  is  more  or  less  in¬ 
flationary  than  the  method  which  is  most 
likely  to  be  used,  which  is  to  reduce  re¬ 
quired  reserves  of  the  commercial 
banks — a  highly  inflationary  method. 

INFLATION  IS  PHONY  ARGUMENT 

But  in  any  case,  there  are  at  hand 
several  methods  by  which  the  inflation¬ 
ary  effects  can  be  readily  controlled,  or 
offset,  or  even  reversed,  depending  upon 
the  precise  degree  of  credit  ease  or  re¬ 
straint  which  the  monetary  authorities 
wish  to  achieve.  And,  furthermore, 
these  methods  will  be  used  in  any  case. 
For  example,  if  the  $5  billion  in  addi¬ 
tional  Federal  securities  should  be  sold 
without  reducing  required  reserves  of 
commercial  banks,  then  the  effects  would 
be  highly  deflationary.  Are  we  to  as¬ 
sume  that  our  monetary  authorities 
would  tolerate  $5  billion  of  deflation  in 
the  economic  posture  we  are  in  today, 
without  acting  to  counter  the  deflation? 

Assuming  that  my  proposal  would  be 
inflationary  to  an  undesired  degree,  the 
same  methods  can  be  used  to  counter 
that  inflation.  For  example,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  Board  could  raise  required 


reserves  slightly — or  what  is  more  real¬ 
istic,  it  could  refrain  from  lowering  re¬ 
quired  reserves,  as  it  seems  about  to  do. 
Or  another  way  of  the  inflationary  in¬ 
fluence  could  be  offset  is  by  the  Treasury 
maintaining  smaller  deposits  of  its  mon¬ 
ey  with  the  private  banks  than  it  has 
been  doing,  and  smaller  than  the  un¬ 
justified  amount  which  Secretary  Ander¬ 
son  has  stated  the  Treasury  plans  to 
maintain  in  the  future. 

HOW  THE  PURPOSE  OF  FEDERAL  RESERVE  PUR¬ 
CHASES  WAS  PREVIOUSLY  STATED 

As  for  the  argument  that  the  author¬ 
ity  for  the  Treasury  to  sell  securities 
directly  to  the  Federal  Reserve  System 
was  put  into  law  for  the  purpose  of  day- 
to-day  adjustments  only,  this  argument 
is  plainly  refuted  by  previous  statements 
of  Secretary  Anderson,  by  Chairman 
Martin  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
and  by  the  Honorable  W.  Randolph  Bur¬ 
gess,  formerly  Under  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  Here  is  what  these  people 
have  previously  said  the  purpose  of  this 
authority  is : 

Hon.  Robert  B.  Anderson,  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury : 

‘‘The  direct  purchase  authority  is  of  im¬ 
portant  assistance  to  the  Treasury  in 
smoothing  out  the  effect  of  short-run  peaks 
in  Treasury  cash  receipts  and  disbursements 
so  that  the  disturbing  effect  of  their  flow 
through  the  banking  system  may  be  held  to 
a  minimum.  Also,  if  the  Treasury  did  not 
have  the  authority  it  would  be  necessary  to 
maintain  larger  cash  balances  than  is  now 
the  case. 

“The  authority  is  only  used  occasionally, 
primarily  immediately  preceding  periods  of 
heavy  taxpayments.  However,  it  is  an 
essential  fiscal  mechanism  in  avoiding  un¬ 
necessary  strains  on  the  money  market  at 
such  times  and  in  handling  the  distribution 
and  utilization  of  Treasury  cash  balances 
and  holding  them  to  a  minimum.  Any  bor¬ 
rowing  under  the  authority  is,  of  course, 
subject  to  the  statutory  debt  limit.”  (Let¬ 
ter  from  the  Honorable  Robert  B.  Anderson, 
dated  January  3,  1958,  to  the  Honorable 
Brent  Spence,  chairman,  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency,  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives.) 

Hon.  William  McC.  Martin,  Jr.,  Chairman, 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System : 

“This  is  an  operating  convenience  under 
which  the  borrowing  is  always  of  a  strictly 
temporary  nature  and  occurs  primarily  in 
taxpayments  periods.  The  authority  has 
made  it  possible  around  such  times  for 
the  Treasury  to  bridge  temporary  gaps  be¬ 
tween  the  Treasury’s  payment  needs  and 
its  tax  receipts,  and  in  this  way  to  smooth 
out  some  of  the  uneven  flows  of  funds 
through  the  banking  system  and  the  money 
market  that  would  otherwise  result  from  the 
Treasury’s  operations. 

“Avoidance,  through  this  method  of 
Treasury  borrowing,  of  the  sharp  strains  on 
the  banking  system  that  would  otherwise 
arise  from  sudden  drains  on  the  Treasury’s 
accounts  with  banks  is  equally  as  helpful  to 
the  Federal  Reserve  in  carrying  out  its  par¬ 
allel  responsibilities  in  the  field  of  mone¬ 
tary  and  credit  policy,  as  it  is  to  the  Treasury 
in  administering  its  fiscal  responsibilities 
effectively.”  (Statement  of  Mr.  Martin  be¬ 
fore  the  House  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee  on  February  29,  1956,  on  H.  R.  9285, 
Direct  Purchases  of  United  States  Obligations 
by  Federal  Reserve  banks.  (84th  Cong.,  2d 
sess,  p.  15.) 

Hon.  W.  Randolph  Burgess,  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury:  “The  primary  purpose 
of  this  direct  borrowing  authority  has  been 
to  help  the  Treasury  and  the  Federal  Re- 
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serve  System  work  together  in  minimizing 
the  disturbing  effects  on  the  economy  of 
short-run  peaks  in  Treasury  cash  receipts 
and  disbursements,  particularly  around  the 
time  of  quarterly  income-tax  payments. 
There  short-run  movements  of  funds  are 
large,  and  precise  estimates  of  their  day-to- 
day  patterns  are  often  difficult.  This  direct 
borrowing  authority  is  a  useful  mechanism 
for  the  Treasury  and  the  Federal  Reserve 
and  its  use  has  avoided  unnecessary  strains 
on  the  money  market  on  a  number  of 
occasions.”  (Id.,  p.  2.) 

I  ask  that  the  previous  question  be 
voted  down. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of 
the  bill,  H.  R.  9955,  to  provide  for  a 
temporary  increase  in  the  public-debt 
limit. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  LI.  R.  9955,  with 
Mr.  Wright  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  20  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  considering 
today  H.  R.  9955,  a  bill  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  last  Fri¬ 
day  afternoon  after  having  hearings  in 
public  on  Friday  from  about  10  o’clock 
until  about  1  o’clock.  During  the  course 
of  the  hearings  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  made  a  statement,  as  well  as 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Patman]  . 

Let  me  say  before  going  into  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill  and  the  reasons 
why,  I  think,  we  must  pass  it,  that  the 
suggestion  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  was  discussed  in  the  committee, 
though — and  I  am  not  violating  any  con¬ 
fidence  in  saying  this — no  one  offered  his 
suggestion  in  the  form  of  an  amendment, 
so  that  there  was  no  vote  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  his  suggestion.  It  was,  how¬ 
ever,  gone  into  extensively  and  informa¬ 
tion  was  obtained  from  the  experts  who 
were  there  with  us  in  the  executive  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  committee  for  that  purpose. 
I  will  have  a  little  bit  more  to  say  about 
his  proposal  during  the  course  of  the 
general  debate. 

The  bill  before  us,  I  say,  is  very  simple 
in  its  form  and  in  its  purpose.  The  bill 
would  permit  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  to  issue  an  additional  $5  billion  of 
Federal  securities,  over  and  above  the 
permanent  debt  limit  of  $275  billion,  for 
a  temporary  period  running  from  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  legislation  until 
the  end  of  the  next  fiscal  year,  June  30, 
1959.  The  Secretary,  in  presenting  his 
argument  in  behalf  of  the  proposed  leg¬ 


islation  said  that  it  was  needed  for  three 
reasons: 

First.  The  fact  that  cash  balances 
have  been  running  distressingly  low. 

Second.  There  is  need  for  more  flexi¬ 
bility,  for  more  efficient  and  economical 
management  of  the  debt. 

Third.  Even  with  a  balanced  budget 
there  will  still  be  large  seasonal  fluctua¬ 
tions  in  receipts  which  make  operations 
under  the  $275  billion  limitation  most 
difficult. 

In  the  committee  consideration  was 
given  not  only  to  the  suggestion  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  but  also 
to  an  amendment,  made  by  a  member  of 
the  committee,  that  instead  of  reporting 
the  bill  as  introduced  with  a  $5  billion 
temporary  increase,  that  we  report  the 
bill  with  a  $3  billion  increase.  The 
course  of  debate  indicated  to  me,  al¬ 
though  I  would  not  attribute  any 
thought  to  any  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  it  was  generally  conceded  by 
all  on  the  committee  who  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  hear  the  testimony  and  who 
participated  in  the  executive  session  and 
that  the  situation  at  present  is  such 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  can¬ 
not  proceed  to  discharge  the  business 
before  him  within  the  debt  limit  pres¬ 
ently  existing  of  $275  billion.  Therefore 
the  question  primarily  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  one  of  the  amount  by  which 
we  should  temporarily  increase  this 
limit,  either  $3  billion  or  $5  billion. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown],  in  discussing  the  rule,  referred 
to  the  fact  that  it  might  be  possible  for 
the  membership  to  vote  on  this  question 
in  connection  with  a  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit.  Therefore,  in  the  few  minutes  re¬ 
maining  I  should  like  to  point  out  to  my 
colleagues  why  I  have  reached  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  debt  ceiling  should  be 
raised  temporarily  by  $5  billion  rather 
than  by  any  lesser  amount. 

First  of  all,  let  me  tell  you  that  when 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Reed]  and  I  introduced  the  bills  here  in 
question,  following  the  request  from  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  that  we  do  so, 
we  said  that  we  introduced  the  proposed 
legislation  reluctantly  because  we  share 
the  thought  of  most  Members  and  we  do 
not  like  the  facts  and  realities  which 
put  us  in  the  position  of  believing  that 
we  cannot  get  by  in  the  discharge  of  our 
responsibilities  under  a  debt  ceiling  of 
$275  billion,  but  we  must  recognize  them 
for  what  they  are. 

Let  me  look  then  to  see  why  I  personal¬ 
ly  reached  the  conclusion  that  a  $5  billion 
increase  is  required  at  this  time.  In 
frankness,  if  we  were  legislating  here 
only  with  respect  to  the  remainder  of 
this  fiscal  year  I  could  perhaps  hold  out 
to  the  membership  of  the'  Committee  that 
$3  billion  would  suffice.  I  could  perhaps 
have  joined  some  of  my  colleagues  on 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  who 
have  said  that  we  can  get  through  the 
remainder  of  the  present  fiscal  year  with 
a  $3  billion  increase.  I  believe  that  $3 
billion  of  additional  authority  might  be 
sufficient  in  the  present  fiscal  year.  I 
fear,  however,  that  if  we  do  go  along  with 
the  suggestion  that  it  is  said  will  be  made 
maybe  in  a  motion  to  recommit  and  pass 


the  legislation  with  only  $3  billion  of 
additional  authority,  we  are  being  un¬ 
mindful  of  the  needs  that  will  arise  in 
connection  with  the  coming  fiscal  year, 
1959,  and  even  more  with  contingencies 
that  may  arise  then,  or  may  well  arise 
within  the  remainder  of  this  fiscal  year. 

Let  us  examine  some  of  those  contin¬ 
gencies. 

The  President  has  submitted  a  budget 
that  estimates  a  surplus  of  $500  million 
for  1959,  and  which  estimates  that  the 
fiscal  year  1958  will  end  with  a  deficit  of 
$400  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  budget  is 
predicated  upon  optimism  is  admitted. 
This  budget  is  predicating  its  estimates 
of  receipts  for  the  remainder  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  fiscal  year  and  for  the  fiscal  year 
1959  on  a  degree  of  optimism  that  I  hope 
will  be  achieved,  but  a  degree  of  opti¬ 
mism  which,  we  must  recognize,  is  not 
based  upon  circumstances  which  actually 
exist  today. 

First  of  all,  let  us  look  at  the  condi¬ 
tions  which  exist  today.  We  are  in  what 
is  commonly  referred  to  as  a  downturn 
in  economic  activity  by  the  press,  one 
which  began  sometime  last  year  and  is 
still  in  progress. 

The  receipts  estimated  under  the 
budget,  for  the  remainder  of  this  fiscal 
year  and  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  are 
predicated  upon  an  upswing  in  the  econ¬ 
omy,  a  reversal  of  the  downtrend  during 
the  course  of  this  calendaf  year. 

In  order  to  reach  the  level  of  personal 
income  which  the  economic  report  and 
the  budget  expect,  it  is  necessary  for  us 
to  have  a  total  of  $10  billion  more  of 
personal  income,  on  the  average,  in  cal¬ 
endar  1958  than  we  had  for  the  entire 
calendar  year  1957.  There  are  people 
who  will  say  that  these  estimates  of 
business  revival — of  economic  upturn, 
are  too  optimistic.  I  am  not  saying  they 
are  too  optimistic.  I  do  not  know.  But 
I  want  you  to  realize  that  the  estimates 
of  revenue  in  the  budget  are  based  upon 
optimistic  assumptions  for  the  year  1958 
and  not  upon  known  conditions  that 
prevailed  at  the  time  the  budget  was 
submitted  to  the  Congress.  « 

Even  under  these  optimistic  assump¬ 
tions  of  what  will  happen,  let  us  look  at 
the  budget  itself  which  is  presented  to 
us  for  1959,  and  said  to  be  balanced.  It 
calls  for  some  $2  billion  more  spending 
for  1959  than  the  budget  did  for  1958, 
but  to  offset  a  billion  dollars  of  that  ad¬ 
ditional  spending  we  find  that  it  is  as¬ 
sumed  that  $700  additional  millions  in 
revenue  will  flow  into  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  upon  the  contingency  that 
Congress  will  pass  a  5 -cent  postage 
stamp  in  lieu  of  a  3-cent  postage  stamp. 

Another  $300  million  is  added  on  the 
plus  side  to  balance  expenditures  and  on 
the  assumption  that  the  Congress  will 
reduce  agricultural  supports  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  some  $300  million. 

I  am  not  saying  what  the  Congress 
will  do  with  these  two  items,  but  it  is 
entirely  possible,  is  it  not,  that  instead 
of  the  budget’s  ending  up  with  a  billion 
dollars  of  more  spending  than  the  pres¬ 
ent  fiscal  year  we  may  well  end  with  $2 
billion  more  spending.  That  is  one  con- 
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tingency  that  faces  us,  one  that  we  must 
take  into  consideration  when  we  deter¬ 
mine  what  actual  needs,  respecting  the 
debt  limit,  may  be. 

Let  us  look  at  the  second  point  that 
the  Secretary  makes  in  justification  for 
$5  billion  additional  authority.  He  says 
that  he  wants  elbow  room  within  which 
to  manage  the  public  debt.  We  have 
always  given  to  Secretaries,  regardless 
of  party,  much  more  elbow  room  than 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has  had 
since  this  temporary  increase  that  we 
last  voted  expired  on  June  30,  1957. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  have  been  times 
this  fall  when  the  cash  balance  within 
the  Treasury  was  so  low  as  to  cause  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  wonder 
whether  he  could  get  by  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  ceiling  until  Congress  returned  in 
January.  Now,  do  we  do  anything 
worthwhile  by  holding  down  the  debt 
ceiling  in  such  a  way  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  does  not  have  flexibility 
in  the  handling  of  the  public  debt? 

In  February  of  this  year  there  will  be 
some  $14  billions  of  securities  coming 
due.  It  is  only  realistic  to  recognize 
that  many  of  the  holders  of  these  matur¬ 
ing  securities  will  want  cash  instead  of  a 
new  issue.  This  means  we  must  borrow 
money  from  somebody  else  in  order  to 
pay  the  $14  billion  to  pay  for  the  securi¬ 
ties  that  are  coming  due.  In  my  opinion 
there  should  be  enough  flexibility  under 
the  debt  limit  to  permit  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  to  take  advantage  of 
such  borrowing  means  as  are  in  the 
greatest  interest  for  the  public,  and  not 
having  to  be  caught  in  a  position  of 
having  to  issue  securities  for  redemption 
purposes  at  a  rate  of  interest  that  may 
not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public 
or  the  Treasury.  There  should  be 
enough  flexibility  in  order  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  can  issue  securi¬ 
ties  ahead  of  the  maturity  date  if  a  bet¬ 
ter  interest  rate  can  be  obtained  in  that 
way. 

We  do  not  save  anything,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  by  putting  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  a  straitjacket.  All  we  are 
doing  is  subjecting  him  to  the  issuance 
of  more  short-term  securities,  in  lieu  of 
long-time  securities  that  are  being  re¬ 
deemed.  I  would  like  to  see  more  of  our 
debt  in  long-term  securities  rather  than 
having  so  much  of  it  in  short-term  se¬ 
curities.  We  do  not  do  anything  in  the 
interest  of  economy  if  we  make  it  im¬ 
practical  to  permit  much  of  this  debt  to 
be  transferred  into  other  long-term  se¬ 
curities. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  regret  the  gentleman’s 
committee  did  not  see  fit  to  make  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Members  the  hearings  that 
were  held,  whatever  they  were. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Everybody  who  wanted 
to  be  heard  by  the  committee  was  heard. 
We  heard  three  witnesses  who  asked  to 
be  heard.  Nobody  else  asked  to  be  heard. 
It  is  not  the  practice  of  our  committee 
to  extend  invitations  to  people  to  be 
heard  before  us.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that.  I  do  apologize  to  the 
membership  of  the  committee  because 


the  hearings  themselves  are  not  avail¬ 
able.  I  thought  they  would  be  avail¬ 
able.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  they  are 
not  available,  but  frankly  I  am  trying 
to  do  a  job  for  your  administration,  if 
I  may  put  it  on  that  basis.  I  could  make 
a  whole  lot  out  of  this  thing  if  I  wanted 
to  be  political  about  it.  I  have  no  desire 
to  be  political,  and  I  know  my  friend 
does  not  have  any  desire  that  I  be  polit¬ 
ical.  I  am  trying  to  do  this  because  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Budget  have  convinced  me 
that  the  facts  and  realities  are  such  that 
we  are  faced  with  a  situation,  and  that 
we  cannot,  in  the  face  of  that  situation, 
discharge  our  responsibility  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  national  economy  and 
our  defense  needs  without  going  along 
with  the  case  that  the  Secretary  made. 

I  am  not  here  because  I  like  this  thing. 
The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Reed]  does  not  like  it.  We  said  at  the 
time  we  introduced  the  bill  together  that 
we  did  not  like  this,  but  we  wanted  it 
clearly  understood  that,  so  far  as  we  per¬ 
sonally  were  concerned,  this  was  no  in¬ 
dication  of  any  lessening  of  our  personal 
desire  that  we  economize  in  Government 
spending  in  every  way  we  can  economize. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  concerned  with  the 
flexibility  of  the  taxpayers  in  the  years 
to  come,  whether  the  youngsters  of  to¬ 
morrow  are  going  to  have  any  elbow 
room. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  am  no  less  concerned, 
but  let  me  point  out  to  the  gentleman 
that  you  do  not  accomplish  economies  in 
Government  reductions  in  Federal 
spending. by  maintaining  the  debt  limit 
at  its  present  level.  We  accomplish  econ¬ 
omy  and  savings  by  cooperative  effort 
between  the  administration  and  the 
Congress  to  weed  out  those  expenditures 
that  are  not  essential  at  a  given  time. 

We  in  our  committee  are  in  this  posi¬ 
tion:  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa, 
we  have  nothing  whatsoever  to  do,  except 
as  individual  Members  of  Congress,  with 
respect  to  appropriations.  We  know  that 
the  Congress  has  made  efforts  to  reduce 
the  spending  of  the  Government  as  indi¬ 
cated  by  what  it  did  in  the  last  session, 
but  still  the  President  tells  us  that  in 
spite  of  what  we  did — and  this  is  not 
criticism  of  him,  it  is  the  way  the  thing 
works — that  we  will  actually  spend  more 
money  as  shown  by  his  estimates  in  Jan¬ 
uary  1958  than  he  thought  it  would  be 
necessary  for  us  to  spend  when  he  sent 
his  estimate  of  expenditures  in  January 
1957. 

And,  in  addition,  I  call  the  gentleman’s 
attention  to  the  fact  that  there  will  still 
remain,  unless  we  rescind  them,  a  back¬ 
log  of  appropriations  that  amounts  to 
$70  billion  as  of  June  30,  1958;  that  must 
also  be  taken  into  consideration.  We  are 
faced  with  it. 

Now,  will  we  give  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  the  authority  to  carry  out  and 
discharge  the  responsibilities  we  have 
imposed  upon  him  of  managing  the  pub¬ 
lic  debt  in  the  public  interest  and  of  pay¬ 
ing  the  bills  of  the  Nation  when  they  are 
presented  for  collection?  That  is  the 
issue  before  us  today. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  I  wish  to  compliment 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  for  the  nonparti¬ 
san  position  he  has  taken  in  this  matter. 
I  also  wish  to  commend  him  for  the  very 
able  presentation  he  has  made  so  far 
today. 

The  gentleman  has  referred  to  this  as 
a  temporary  increase. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes. 

Mr.  MORANO.  How  temporary  is 
this  temporary  increase  to  be? 

Mr.  MILLS.  My  friend  from  Connect¬ 
icut  realizes  that  we  have  gotten  by  in 
years  past.  I  think  we  started  in  1954 
to  grant  a  temporary  increase  when 
needed.  The  expiration  date  of  the  last 
temporary  increase  was  June  30,  1957, 
the  public  debt  was  then  $275  billion. 

We  are  hopeful,  of  course,  that  this  is 
a  temporary  increase  but  I  cannot  as¬ 
sure  my  friend  of  what  lies  before  us  in 
the  months  ahead.  I  cannot  assure  my 
friend  that  the  optimism  that  is  the 
foundation  of  the  budget,  with  respect 
to  the  predicted  economic  upswing,  will 
prove  stable;  I  cannot  assure  my  friend 
that  we  will  not  have  to  spend  more  for 
defense  than  the  present  budget  esti¬ 
mates.  I  cannot  make  predictions.  I 
can  but  pray  to  God  that  our  hopes  are 
fulfilled. 

Mr.  MORANO.  In  another  year  you 
may  be  back  before  us  asking  that  the 
limit  be  increased  again. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  can  assure  my  friend 
that  any  action  by  our  committee  in  re¬ 
porting  to  the  floor  of  the  House  such  a 
request  will  be  predicated  only  upon  a 
change  of  conditions  as  we  know  them 
today,  and  because  the  $5  billion  will 
not  be  enough.  And  it  will  not  be 
enough  if  the  optimism  of  the  budget 
with  respect  both  to  economic  condi¬ 
tions  and  spending  more  for  defense  is 
not  justified. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Does  the  gentleman 
hold  out  any  hope  this  debt  limit  is  go¬ 
ing  the  other  way  and  be  reduced? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  Chairman  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  as  well  as 
the  members  of  that  committee  are  not 
in  a  position  to  tell  the  gentleman  from 
Connecticut  what  the  House  and  the 
Senate  may  decide  is  a  fan-  amount  for 
the  Government  to  spend  in  the  years 
ahead;  nor  can  I  tell  the  gentleman 
what  the  position  of  the  executive  de¬ 
partments  may  be  with  respect  to  those 
funds  made  available  to  them.  As  I 
said,  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
is  not  a  spending  committee. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  I  observe  in  reading 
the  debate  in  this  House  in  past  years 
when  we  proposed  an  increase  in  the  ceil¬ 
ing  a  reference  to  the  deposit  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds,  I  believe  time  deposits,  in 
various  States  and  the  possibility  they 
offered  a  basis  of  flexibility.  Can  the 
gentleman  state  as  to  the  condition  with 
respect  to  those  deposits  now? 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  is  my  understanding 
at  the  moment  all  the  flexibility  we  have 
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is  approximately  a  half  billion  dollars — 
maybe  around  $600  million. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  And  that  includes 
money  in  the  banks? 

Mr.  MILLS.  No;  there  is  some  addi¬ 
tional  amount  in  the  banks. 

Mr.  HERLONG.  It  is  $1,100,000,000. 

Mr.  MILLS.  One  billion  one  hundred 
million  dollars  is  the  correct  figure.. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BONNER.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Patman]  made  a  statement 
here  today,  and  I  had  hoped  that  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  would  answer  it  in 
some  manner,  that  leaves  an  impression 
there  is  a  more  economical  way  to  handle 
this  situation  than  is  being  presented  to 
the  House  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  am  always  reluctant 
to  engage  in  debate  with  my  friend  from 
Texas  because  he  has  been  here  so  many 
more  years  than  I  have.  He  has  devoted 
himself  studiously  to  the  subject  matter 
of  monetary  policy  and  what  constitutes 
good  monetary  policy.  But  let  me  say 
that  there  is  existing  authority  today, 
voted  from  his  committee,  for  the  Treas¬ 
ury  Department  to  make  available  to' the 
Federal  Reserve  and  for  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  to  accept  securities  from  the  Treas¬ 
ury  Department  up  to  the  amount  of  $5 
billion.  My  understanding  has  always 
been  it  was  never  intended  when  we 
granted  that  authority  that  it  was  to  be 
used  promiscuously.  It  was  to  be  used 
in  emergencies  and  then  only  on  a  spar¬ 
ing  day-to-day  basis.  What  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  suggests,  whether  he  in¬ 
tends  it  or  not,  would  result  in  a  rapid 
expansion  of  the  availability  of  bank 
credit.  That  may  be  what  he  has  in 
mind.  I  think  it  is  a  serious  and  grievous 
error  for  the  Congress  to  superimpose  its 
own  thinking  on  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  and  the  Treasury  Department  as 
to  when  this  should  be  done  and  the  con¬ 
ditions  under  which  it  should  be  done, 
because  if  we  bind  them  in  an  inflexible 
position  we  run  the  risk  of  creating  great 
danger  in  the  too  rapid  expansion  of  bank 
credit. 

Mr.  BONNER.  That  is  the  position 
the  Treasury  Department  finds  itself  in 
now. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  have  always  been  told 
that  in  handling  the  public  debt  it  is 
highly  inflationary  to  put  very  much  of 
your  public  debt  into  banks  or  into  the 
Federal  Reserve  System,  that  it  is  much 
better  and  in  the  best  public  interest  to 
have  that  debt  held  largely  by  indi¬ 
viduals. 


Mr.  EONNER.  But  the  public  will 
read  the  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Patman].  I  think  this 
debate  is  very  wholesome. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Do  I  understand  now 
that  this  raising  of  the  debt  limit  is  a 
temporary  matter  and  will  only  last  so 
long? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Let  me  be  frankly  hon¬ 
est  with  my  friend  from  North  Carolina 
and  everybody  else.  We  are  presenting 
it  to  you  as  a  temporary  proposition  to 
expire  June  30,  1959.  But,  when  debt 
is  once  incurred,  it  becomes  permanent 
unless  we  can  pay  it  back.  Now,  let  us 
be  perfectly  honest  about  it.  I  hope  it 
is  temporary.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  has  expressed  his  hope  that  it 
will  be  temporary. 

Mr.  BONNER.  This  would  only  last 
so  long? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes.  But,  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows,  if  we  come  to  June  30,  1959, 
and  we  owe  $280  billion,  it  must  be  paid. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  wish  to  compliment  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and*  Means  for  the  explanation  he 
has  made  here  today,  and  I  certainly  in¬ 
tend  to  go  along  with  the  legislation. 
But,  there  is  one  thing  in  my  mind  that 
I  feel  he  should  explain  to  the  House. 
Inasmuch  as  the  amount  of  the  national 
debt  has  not  increased,  supposedly,  since 
1955  and  since  the  fiscal  year  1955  up 
through  the  fiscal  year  1958,  according 
to  the  President’s  own  budget,  the  in¬ 
terest  rate  on  the  national  debt  has  in¬ 
creased  more  than  a  total  of  $4  billion, 
I  would  love  for  the  gentleman  to  explain 
what  brought  about  the  increased  in¬ 
terest  payments  to  the  membership  of 
this  House. 

Mr.  MILLS.  If  my  friend  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  will  pardon  me,  I  do  not  want  to 
inject  the  matter  of  interest  into  this 
discussion,  because  we  are  thinking  here 
in  terms  of  the  amount  of  securities  in¬ 
volved  and  what  is  needed  to  permit 
their  management. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  In  connection  with  the 
act  to  which  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Patman]  referred,  providing  for  a 
$5  billion  cushion  for  the  Treasury,  is  it 
not  a  fact  that  that  was  designed  for 
short-term  credit  rather  than  long-term 
credit,  but  there  is  no  prohibition  in  that 


act  which  prevents  it  being  used  for 
long-term  credit  purposes? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  would  not  for  1  min¬ 
ute  deny  the  right  that  exists  under 
existing  law  for  the  Treasury  to  sell 
securities  to  the  Federal  Reserve.  What 
I  find  wrong  with  Mr.  Patman’s  sugges¬ 
tion  is  the  rigidity  of  the  proposal. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  think 
there  must  be  a  misunderstanding  about 
the  $5  billion  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  was  talking  about.  I  think  there 
may  be  a  feeling  here  that  that  is  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  outside  of  the  debt 
limit,  and  it  is  not.  That  $5  billion  is 
within  the  present  limitation  of  $275 
billion. 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  And  that 
makes  a  big  difference. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  understand 
that  every  year  for  the  past  4  years — 
at  least  I  have  been  told  many  times — we 
have  had  a  balanced  budget.  Now,  if 
the  budget  has  been  balanced  in  the  last 
4  years,  how  does  it  happen  that  the 
debt  limit  continues  to  go  up? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  gentleman  recog¬ 
nizes  that  we  granted  a  temporary  in¬ 
crease  in  the  debt  limit  3  times  since 
this  administration  came  into  office. 
That  was  to  permit  the  elbowroom  that 
I  talked  about  here  earlier  today. 
There  are  times  in  the  course  of  a  fiscal 
year  when  you  take  in  money  at  a  more 
rapid  rate  than  other  times.  But,  the 
gentleman  knows  that  the  expenditures 
by  the  Federal  Government  are  a  regu¬ 
lar  thing,  month  by  month,  week  by 
week,  and  day  by  day,  so  that  there  will 
be  periods  of  time  when  the  Treasury 
is  running  into  the  hole  because  money 
is  not  coming  in  and  expenditures  are 
being  made  to  meet  due  obligations. 
There  are  other  times  when  your  money 
is  coming  in  much  faster  than  expendi¬ 
tures  are  being  made,  and  there  will  be 
very  wide  variations  in  the  amount  of 
the  debt  within  a  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  But  we  still  have 
a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  completing  my 
statement  I  would  like  to  read  into  the 
record  of  this  debate  the  history  of  the 
debt  limitation  as  prepared  by  the 
Treasury  Department. 


Debt  limitation  under  sec.  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  as  amended — History  of  legislation 

Sept.  24,  1917: 

Sec.  1  (40  Stat.  288)  authorized  bonds  in  the  amount  of-.. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Sec.  5  (40  Stat.  290)  authorized  certificates  of  indebtedness  outstanding  (revolving  authority) _ 

Apr.  4,  1918: 

Amending  sec.  1  (40  Stat.  502)  increased  bond  authority  to _ _ 

Amending  sec.  5  (40  Stat.  504)  increased  authority  for  certificates  outstanding  to _ _ _ _ _ 

July  9,  1918,  amending  sec.  1  (40  Stat.  844)  increased  bond  authority  to . . 

Mar.  3,  1919: 

Amending  sec.  5  (40  Stat.  1311)  increased  authority  for  certificates  outstanding  to _ 

New  sec.  18  added  (40  Stat.  1309)  authorized  notes  in  the  amount  of _ 

Nov.  23,  1921,  amending  sec.  18  (42  Stat.  321)  increased  note  authority  to  outstanding  (establishing  revolving  authority) _ _ _ 

June  17,  1929,  amending  sec.  5  (46  Stat.  19)  authorized  Treasury  bills  in  lieu  of  certificates  of  indebtedness,  no  change  in  limitatiou  for  the  outstanding... 


1  $7,  538, 945, 400 
2  4, 000, 000, 000 

>  12, 000, 000, 000 
2  8,  000,  000,  000 
1  20,  000,  000,  000 

2  10, 000, 000, 000 
■  7,  000,  000,  000 
2  7,  500,  000,  000 

2  10, 000, 000, 000 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Debt  limitation  under  sec.  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  as  amended — History  of  legislation — Continued 

Act— Continued 

Mar.  3,  1931,  amending  sec.  I  (48  Stat.  1506)  increased  bond  authority  to. . . .  l  $28, 000, 000  000 

Jan.  30,  1934,  amending  sec.  18  (48  Stat.  343)  increased  authority  for  notes  outstanding  to. . . . . . .1  a  io]  000,’  ooo'  ooo 

Feb.  4,  1935: 

Amending  sec.  1  (49  Stat.  20)  limited  bonds  outstanding  (establishing  revolving  authority  to) _ _ _ _ _ _  l  25,000,  000  000 

New  sec.  21  added  (49  Stat.  21)  consolidated  authority  for  certificates  and  bills  (sec.  5)  and  authority  for  notes  (sec.  18).  Same  aggregate  amount  out-  ’  ’ 

standing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  a  20, 000, 000, 000 

New  sec.  22  added  (49  Stat.  21)  authorized  United  States  savings  bonds  within  authority  of  sec.  1. 

May  26,  1938,  amending  secs.  1  and  21  (52  Stat.  447)  consolidated  in  sec.  21,  authority  for  bonds,  ccrtificats  of  indebtedness,  Treasury  bills  and  notes  (out¬ 
standing  bonds  limited  to  $30,000,000,000).  Same  aggregate  total  outstanding.. _ _ _ _ _ _ _  a  45,000, 000,  000 

July  20,  1939  (53  Stat.  1071),  amending  sec.  21  removed  limitation  on  bonds  without  change  total  authorized  outstanding  of  bonds,  certificates  of  indebted¬ 
ness,  Treasury  bills  and  notes _ *. _ _ _ _ _ _  2  45, 000, 000, 000 

June  25,  1940  (54  Stat.  526),  sec.  302,  sec.  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  is  hereby  further  amended  by  inserting  "  (a)”  after  “21.”  and 
by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  a  new  paragraph  as  follows: 

“  (b)  In  addition  to  the  amount  authorized  by  the  preceding  paragraph  of  this  section,  and  obligations  authorized  by  sections  5  and  18  of  this  Act,  as 
amended,  not  to  exceed  in  the  aggregate  $4,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time,  less  any  retirements  made  from  the  special  fund  made  available 
under  section  301  of  the  Revenue  Act  of  1940,  may  be  issued  under  said  sections  to  provide  the  Treasury  with  funds  to  meet  any  expenditures  made, 
after  June  30,  1940,  for  the  national  defense,  or  to  reimburse  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  therefor,  any  such  obligations  so  issued  shall  be  desig¬ 
nated  ‘national  defense  series’.” _ _ _ _ * _ _ _  s  4_  ooo,  000, 000 

Feb.  19,  1941  (55  Stat.  7),  amending  sec.  21  to  read  “Provided  that  the  face  amount  of  obligations  issued  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  shall  not  exceed 

in  the  aggregate  $65,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time.”  Eliminates  separate  authority  for  $4,000,000,000  of  national  defense  series  obligations _  *  65, 000, 000, 000 

Mar.  28,  1942  (56  Stat.  189),  amending  sec.  21  increasing  limitation  to  $125,000,000,000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  2 125, 000, 000, 000 

Apr.  10,  1943  (57  Stat.  63),  amending  sec.  21  increasing  limitation  to  $210,000,000,000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  2  210,000, 000, 000 

June  9,  1944  (58  Stat.  272),  amending  see.  21  increasing  limitation  to  $260,000,000,000 _ _ _ _ _  2  260,000, 000, 000 

Apr.  3, 1945  (59  Stat.  47),  amending  sec.  21  to  read:  “The  face  amount  of  obligations  issued  under  authority  of  this  Act,  and  the  face  amount  of  obligations 
guaranteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States  (except  such  guaranteed  obligations  as  may  be  held  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury),  shall 

not  exceed  in  the  aggregate  $300,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time." _ _ _ 2  300, 000, 000, 000 

June  26, 1946  (60  Stat.  316)  amending  sec.  21  decreasing  limitation  to  $275,000,000,000  and  adding,  “the  current  redemption  value  of  any  obligation  issued  on 
a  discount  basis  which  is  redeemable  prior  to  maturity  at  the  option  of  the  holder  thereof  shall  be  considered,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  to  be  the 

face  amount  of  such  obligation” _ _ _ 2  275, 000, 000, 000 

Aug.  28,  1954  (68  Stat.  895),  amending  sec.  21,  effective  Aug.  28,  1954,  and  ending  June  30,  1955,  temporarily  increasing  limitation  by  $6,000,000,000  to _ 2  281, 000, 000, 000 

June  30,  1955  (69  Stat.  241),  amending  Aug.  28,  1954,  act,  by  extending  until  June  30,  1956,  increase  in  limitation  to.. . 2  281, 000, 000,  000 

July  9,  1956  (70  Stat.  519): 

Amending  act  of  Aug.  28, 1954,  temporarily  increasing  limitation  by  $3,0OOJKK),0OO,  for  period  beginning  on  July  1, 1956,  and  ending  on  June  30,  1957,  to. .  2  278, 000, 000,  000 
Effective  July  1,  1957,  temporary  increase  terminates  and  limitation  reverts,  under  act  of  June  26, 1946,  to - - - - - - - - - 2  275, 000, 000, 000 

1  Limitation  on  issue.  3  Limitation  on  issues  less  retirements. 

2  Limitation  on  outstanding. 


Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  join  with  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  and  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills], 
to  urge  the  membership  of  this  distin¬ 
guished  Committee  to  support  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill  H.  R.  9955  to  provide  a 
temporary  increase  of  $5  billion  in  the 
statutory  debt  limit. 

I  want  to  say  here  that  I  deplore  the 
fact  that  we  have  to  do  this,  but  I  believe 
it  is  absolutely  essential  to  do  it  if  we 
are  going  to  play  fair  with  those  who  are 
managing  our  debt. 

This  legislation  was  requested  by  the 
administration  to  authorize  a  temporary 
increase  of  $5  billion  in  the  public  debt. 
Under  the  legislation  the  existing  public 
debt  limit  of  $275  billion  would  be  in¬ 
creased  immediately  upon  enactment  of 
the  bill  to  $280  billion  for  a  period  ending 
on  June  30, 1959. 

As  the  membership  of  this  Committee 
knows,  this  legislation  was  recommended 
in  the  President’s  budget  message  to  the 
Congress  and  in  addition  its  enactment 
was  ably  supported  by  the  distinguished 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  W’ho  appeared  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means  in  public 
hearings  on  January  17,  1958.  To  re¬ 
port  in  summary  form  to  the  member¬ 
ship  of  this  Committee  on  the  substance 
of  the  testimony  before  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  spokesmen  I  will  state  that  the  fol¬ 
lowing  points  were  made :  First,  the  cash 
balance  position  of  the  Treasury  is  such 
as  to  render  it  difficult  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  at  all  times  meet  its  obli¬ 
gations  as  they  come  due;  second,  the 
narrow  margin  between  the  actual  pub¬ 
lic  indebtedness  and  the  statutory  limit 
tends  to  deny  the  fiscal  flexibility  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  efficient  and  most  economi¬ 
cal  management  of  the  debt;  third,  Fed¬ 
eral  receipts  are  seasonal  in  nature  and 
do  not  uniformly  correspond  to  the  less 
seasonal  character  of  expenditure  outgo ; 


and  fourth,  the  increase  in  the  debt  limit 
does  not  constitute  authorization  for  in¬ 
creased  spending  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  will  maintain  maximum  vigilance 
in  endeavoring  to  safeguard  against  any 
expenditure  of  public  funds  that  is  not 
absolutely  essential  to  the  public  wel¬ 
fare  and  security. 

In  connection  with  the  implication  in 
the  last  point  I  enumerated  I  would  like 
to  state  that  the  need  for  considering 
this  legislation  implies  in  effect  a  day  of 
accounting  for  the  traditional  spenders 
in  congress  and  elsewhere  in  our  Federal 
Government.  The  need  for  this  legis¬ 
lation  today  cannot  solely  be  attributed 
to  today’s  circumstances  but  instead  re¬ 
flects  more  basically  the  evils  of  the  past 
25  years  of  an  ever-increasing  Federal 
bureaucracy  and  the  adherence  to  the 
fallacious  philosophy  that  in  peace  as 
well  as  in  war  the  Government  can  spend 
the  taxpayers’  dollar  more  prudently 
than  the  taxpayers  can  himself.  We 
should  all  realize  that  as  we  increase 
the  public  indebtedness  we  are  assuring 
to  future  generations  an  onerous  tax 
burden  that  will  not  be  of  their  own 
creation. 

During  the  course  of  the  public  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  legislation  the  membership 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
made  searching  inquiry  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  to  determine  whether 
or  not  a  lesser  amount  of  increase  than 
the  $5  billion  provided  for  in  this  bill 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  deal  with  the 
current  fiscal  situation.  Secretary  An¬ 
derson  convincingly  made  the  point  that 
the  contingencies  of  our  debt  and  fiscal 
management  fully  warranted  and  even 
necessitated  the  granting  of  the  amount 
provided  for  in  H.  R.  9955.  One  of  the 
contingencies  cited  by  Secretary  Ander¬ 
son  that  I  believe  particularly  impressed 
the  committee  was  the  prospect  of  the 
sudden  need  for  fully  exploiting  a  pos¬ 
sible  scientific  or  technological  break¬ 
through  in  our  defense  effort  that  would 
occasion  the  need  for  this  flexibility  in 
debt  management. 


I  am  convinced  that  the  members  of 
the  House  are  sufficiently  aware  of  the 
record  of  public  service  rendered  by  my 
distinguished  chairman,  the-  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills],  and  myself 
to  know  that  we  would  not  be  here  today 
advocating  this  legislation  if  we  were 
not  convinced  that  its  enactment  by  the 
Congress  was  essential  to  the  welfare  and 
security  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  matters  probably 
have  been  mentioned,  although  I  was 
called  away  and  could  not  be  here  in 
the  early  part  of  the  debate  to  hear  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills!. 
However,  there  are  a  few  points  we 
should  keep  in  mind.  I  do  not  believe 
anybody  in  the  House  would  want  a  sit¬ 
uation  to  arise  where  the  Government 
could  not  meet  its  obligations,  could  not 
meet  its  payrolls.  You  can  imagine  the 
effect  that  either  of  these  consequences 
would  have  on  the  country  at  large  and 
on  our  banks.  It  would  simply  frighten 
the  people  to  find  their  Government  un¬ 
able  to  meet  its  obligations. 

I  do  not  know  whether  this  point  was 
brought  out  or  not,  but  in  a  transit 
strike  such  as  occurred  in  New  York 
where  the  payroll  checks  were  held  up, 
where  money  that  should  come  in  does 
not  come  and  obligations  are  due  and 
have  to  be  met,  you  have  a  situation 
where  the  Treasury  finds  itself  short  a 
billion  or  two  billion  dollars.  There  are 
many  other  contingencies  that  could 
arise  that  would  throw  us  into  a  rather 
chaotic  situation.  So  we  ought  to  listen 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  who 
has  the  responsibility  of  managing  the 
public  debt. 

Another  thing  I  want  to  call  to  your 
attention  is  this:  It  will  not  be  long 
before  there  will  be  bills  before  this 
body  to  increase  foreign-aid  programs. 
When  you  stop  and  think  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  where  our  public  debt  is  greater 
than  the  combined  debts  of  all  the  other 
countries  we  are  helping  with  foreign 
aid,  I  think  it  is  time  we  stop  and  do 
something  for  our  own  people  here  at 
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home.  We  ought  to  cut  down  on  our 
liberality  in  foreign  aid. 

There  are  many  other  situations  and 
contingencies  that  may  arise.  You  will 
have  the  trade  agreement  bill  up  in  this 
body.  Think  of  the  unemployment  that 
is  going  on.  In  one  case  alone  17,000 
people  are  out  of  employment  because 
of  the  steel  shipped  in  here  by  Japan. 
If  our  steel  companies  cannot  meet  the 
situation,  what  industry  can?  You  will 
find  that  there  is  not  a  congressional 
district  today  that  is  not  suffering  from 
unemployment  because  of  the  imports 
that  are  pouring  into  this  country.  Why 
are  they  pouring  in?  Because  we  have 
spent  $60  billions  in  one  form  or  an¬ 
other  in  foreign  aid,  and  that  meant 
the  retooling  of  factories  in  the  various 
countries  of  the  world  that  compete 
with  us. 

We  have  to  do  a  little  bit  of  thinking, 
as  I  said  before,  about  our  people  here 
at  home.  They  have  been  carrying  this 
burden  and  have  been  very  patient. 
We  have  to  assume  the  responsibility  of 
stopping  this  matter  of  pouring  money 
into  situations  abroad  which  are  not 
necessary,  as  many  of  you  know  who 
have  been  abroad.  You  know  that  for¬ 
eign-aid  money  is  not  being  wisely  spent. 
You  know  that  great  projects  have  been 
promoted  abroad  that  are  of  no  use  at 
all  to  these  foreign  countries  and  to  the 
welfare  of  their  peoples.  It  is  just 
spending  money,  any  way  to  spend 
money. 

It  has  to  be  stopped,  and  there  is  only 
one  solution  to  achieving  tax  reduction, 
just  one,  and  that  is  to  stop  the  spend¬ 
ing.  When  we  begin  to  slow  down  the 
spending  we  will  find  ourselves  all  right. 

Also,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  find  our¬ 
selves  picking  up  economic  vitality  when 
we  enact  legislation  that  gives  a  little 
tariff  protection  against  all  these  ship¬ 
ments  that  are  pouring  into  this  country. 

I  thank  you  for  your  patience  in  listen¬ 
ing  to  me.  I  think  I  have  a  record  for 
economy  since  I  have  been  in  this  Con¬ 
gress.  I  think  all  told  I  have  voted 
against  more  than  $68  billion  in  unwar¬ 
ranted  spending  in  this  House.  I  think 
we  would  have  been  in  pretty  good  shape 
if  we  had  been  a  little  more  prudent  in 
looking  after  our  own  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Mason]. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
want  to  say  how  proud  I  was  of  the  dem¬ 
onstration  put  on  by  our  new  chairman, 
and  the  very  forceful  and  very  powerful 
argument  he  made  for  what  I  consider 
a  rather, weak  program. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  our  ranking 
member  did  about  as  good  a  job  as  could 
possibly  be  done  along  that  line,  because 
in  my  opinion  raising  the  debt  limit  is 
a  very  foolish  move.  There  is  not  one 
of  us  that  does  not  know  that  the  spend¬ 
ers  are  in  the  saddle  and  have  been  for 
the  last  15  or  20  years. 

Mr.  FORAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MASON.  I  cannot  yield  at  this 
time. 

When  I  say  “the  spenders  are  in  the 
saddle,”  I  mean  the  New  Deal  spenders 
and  the  modern  Republican  spenders; 


and  I  am  not  throwing  any  aspersions 
upon  the  President.  But  I  do  want  to 
say  that  if  this  House  had  not  listened  to 
the  spenders  in  the  last  15  or  20  years,  our 
debt  limit  would  not  have  been  over  $100 
billion.  Instead  of  that  it  is  approxi¬ 
mately  twice  as  much  as  all  the  countries 
of  Europe  put  together  owe ;  and  it  is  time 
for  us  to  call  a  halt.  Refusing  to  raise 
the  debt  limit  is  one  way  to  call  a  halt. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  President  has  asked 
the  Congress  to  raise  the  national  debt 
limit  from  $275  billion  to  $280  billion. 
This  simply  means  he  is  asking  us  to  in¬ 
crease  the  borrowing  power  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  by  $5  billion  so  that  his 
“spenders”  will  have  that  much  more  to 
spend  if  they  feel  they  need  to  do  so.  It 
means  the  administration  then  will  not 
need  to  live  within  its  income  of  75  bil¬ 
lion — the  largest  income  Uncle  Sam  has 
ever  enjoyed.  It  means  also  that  the 
present  administration  has  no  intention 
of  adopting  the  money-saving  Hoover 
recommendations  nor  of  reducing  the 
foreign  aid  program. 

I  was  1  of  the  3  members  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  who  voted  against 
this  proposal  in  committee.  I  will  be  one 
of  the  minority  to  vote  against  it  on  the 
floor.  As  a  nation  we  can  and  should 
live  within  our  income  just  as  the  great 
majority  of  the  American  people  live 
within  their  incomes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  Congress  would 
just  do  two  things — namely,  adopt  the 
Hoover  recommendations,  and  stop  giv¬ 
ing  out  foreign  aid — we  could  save  $10 
billion  a  year.  That  would  make  possible 
a  tax  cut  of  $5  billion,  a  payment  on  the 
national  debt  of  $3  billion,  and  we  would 
still  have  $2  billion  extra  for  needed  na¬ 
tional  defense. 

Mr.  FORAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Forrester]. 

(Mr.  FORRESTER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  to¬ 
day  we  are  confronted  with  the  request 
of  our  President  and  Commander  in 
Chief  that  we  raise  the  national  debt 
limit  five  additional  billion  dollars. 

Today,  I  will  cast  my  first  vote  to  raise 
the  national  debt  limit.  Twice  before 
have  I  voted  on  the  issue  of  whether  or 
not  the  debt  ceiling  would  be  raised,  and 
each  time  I  voted  “no.”  I  distinctly  re¬ 
call  voting  against  raising  the  debt  ceil¬ 
ing  on  July  31, 1953,  and  speaking  on  this 
floor  against  that  proposal.  On  another 
occasion  I  voted  against  raising  the  na¬ 
tional  debt  limit. 

I  well  recognize  the  grave  danger  in 
my  vote  today.  I  am  voting  to  raise  the 
ceiling  now  only  because  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  our  Nation  faces  the  gravest 
dangers  ever  confronting  the  human 
race.  I  am  voting  to  raise  this  ceiling 
on  the  premise  that  our  leadrs  in  both 
parties  will  realistically  and  immediately 
start  a  program  to  build  intercontinental 
missiles,  satellites,  submarines,  planes, 
and  speedily  accomplish  scientific 
achievements  that  will  insure  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  our  citizens,  our  Nation,  and 
our  philosophies,  and  will  proceed  to  win 
this  race  against  death  that  Russia  is  so 
relentlessly  waging.  If  our  leaders  will 
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bend  their  backs  and  give  their  hearts 
and  souls  to  this  serious  task,  we  can  and 
will  win  this  race. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  serious  dilemma 
does  not  stem  from  a  shortage  of  scien¬ 
tists,  nor  from  alleged  deficiencies  in  our 
schools  as  some  persons  claim  they  have 
suddenly  discovered.  We  have  sufficient 
scientists  who  are  dedicated.  I  do  not 
share  the  view  that  it  is  necessary  for 
us  to  restore  any  scientist  to  the  job  of 
developing  weapons  that  will  destroy  the 
human  race,  when  that  scientist  for  many 
years  associated  with  Communists  and 
married  the  widow  of  a  Communist. 

I  do  not  share  the  view  that  our  high 
schools  have  fallen  down  on  the  job.  On 
the  contrary,  I  think  that  our  schools 
have  performed  magnificently.  I  well 
understand  that  some  of  our  fine  young 
high-school  pupils  select  easy  courses 
when  they  have  preferences  as  to  what 
courses  they  will  pursue.  No  school  or 
teacher  can  be  criticized  for  such  deci¬ 
sions,  however,  because  actually  those 
are  decisions  that  the  parents  should 
diligently  work  out  with  their  children, 
to  the  end  that  they  would  aspire  to  take 
subjects  that,  although  harder,  would 
insure  their  making  a  contribution  to 
their  country  and  to  the  world. 

Actually,  I  think  that  our  public  schools 
have  no  problems  that  a  little  more 
money  from  the  State  level  would  not 
cure.  I  believe  that  most  of  the  re¬ 
spective  States  can  furnish  that  money 
now.  I  am  confident  that  if  the  Central 
Government  could  reduce  the  taxes  a 
little  in  order  that  the  States  might  use 
that  released  taxation  for  education,  our 
schools  would  surprise  everyone  with  the 
type  of  students  they  turn  out. 

No,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  dilemma  does 
not  stem  from  a  shortage  of  scientists  or 
from  real  deficiencies  in  our  schools  and 
teachers.  The  unpleasant  truth  is  that 
this  dilemma  that  we  find  ourselves  in 
is  directly  traceable  to  the  fact  that  some 
leaders  in  both  of  our  major  parties  have 
for  the  past  3  years  been  engaged  unwit¬ 
tingly  in  the  social  revolution  stirred  up 
by  minority  groups,  not  realizing  per¬ 
haps  that  this  social  revolution  was  origi¬ 
nally  conceived  by  the  Communists.  For 
the  past  3  years  civil-rights  legislation 
was  designated  as  the  No.  1  business  of 
the  present  national  administration  and 
by  some  leaders  of  both  major  parties. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  those  leaders 
were  listening  in  on  television  last  Sat¬ 
urday  night  when  Mike  Wallace  inter¬ 
viewed  John  Gates,  a  Communist  and 
the  former  editor  of  the  Daily  Worker. 
If  they  were  listening,  they  heard  John 
Gates  take  the  credit  for  this  movement 
and  give  it  to  the  Communist  Party. 
John  Gates  affirmatively  said  the  credit 
belonged  to  the  Communist  Party,  fail¬ 
ing  only  to  say  that  the  Communist  Party 
started  this  agitation  for  the  express 
purpose  of  dividing  our  people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  emergency  is  going 
to  last  a  long  time.  We  have  no  other 
alternative  except  to  face  this  appalling 
fact.  Anyone  advocating  all-out  war 
now  is  a  menace  to  the  world.  Any  per¬ 
son  with  ordinary  sense  is  bound  to  know 
that  an  all-out  war  would  virtually  de¬ 
stroy  civilization.  In  order  to  prevent 
this  war,  we  must  be  stronger  than  our 
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adversaries.  Since  we  confront  these 
awful  truths,  never  has  it  been  so  neces¬ 
sary  that  for  every  dollar  spent,  we  get 
a  dollar’s  worth  of  implements  or  service. 
I  sincerely  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
each  and  every  person  entrusted  with  the 
spending  of  defense  money  will  under¬ 
stand  that  he  is  the  guardian  of  that 
trust  set  up  for  the  purpose  of  preserving 
everything  precious  to  all  humanity 
everywhere. 

Mr.  FORAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Herlong]  . 

(Mr.  HERLONG  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HERLONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
listened  to  all  the  testimony  that  was 
presented  to.  the  committee  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  increase  of  the  debt  limit,  and  I 
am  convinced  that  we  cannot  get  along 
with  only  increasing  it  $3  billion;  I  am 
convinced  that  the  full  $5  billion  increase 
contained  in  the  bill  is  necessary;  and  I 
am  speaking  as  one  who  is  not  given  to 
loose  action  with  the  taxpayers’  money. 
I  think  you  know  my  reputation  in  that 
regard. 

I  know  you  have  heard  the  question 
asked:  What  would  happen  in  the  event 
we  do  not  pass  this  bill  as  it  is  drawn 
today?  It  simply  would  mean  that  the 
Government  would  have  to  postpone  pay¬ 
ing  its  obligations. 

If  we  want  to  call  a  halt  to  the  spend¬ 
ers — and  I  should  like  to  call  a  halt  to 
the  spenders,  my  friends — but  I  believe 
the  time  to  call  a  halt  to  the  spenders  is 
when  the  appropriation  bills  come  up, 
then  we  should  cut  off  or  postpone  a  lot 
of  appropriations. 

To  postpone  the  payment  of  our  obli¬ 
gations  would  cause  the  world  to  say  we 
were  welshing  on  our  obligations.  We 
cannot  do  that;  we  cannot  be  in  the 
position  of  postponing  our  obligations. 

Some  people  have  the  impression  that 
by  failing  to  pass  this  bill  we  would  save 
money.  Again,  that  is  not  a  factual  be¬ 
lief.  We  would  .not  save  money,  as  a 
matter  of  fact  it  would  cost  us  more 
money. 

Testimony  was  given  to  the  committee 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  the 
effect  that  the  debt  limit  has  forced  the 
Government  in  the  past  7  months  to  re¬ 
sort  to  more  expensive  financial  prac¬ 
tices.  Let  me  give  you  two  examples  of 
how  that  has  cost  us  money. 

Last  fall  the  Federal  Government  bor¬ 
rowed  nearly  $2  billion  through  the  Fed¬ 
eral  National  Mortgage  Association  to 
keep  this  borrowing  outside  of  the  debt 
limit.  This  involved  an  extra  cost  of 
about  one-half  of  a  point  in  interest  over 
the  rate  on  direct  borrowing,  or  a  cost  of 
$10  million  in  interest  on  that  1  trans¬ 
action  alone. 

Another  example:  Contractors  were 
encouraged  to  use  their  own  financial  re¬ 
sources  to  finance  work  in  progress  rather 
than  to  use  Government  progress  pay¬ 
ments  ;  because,  again,  the  Treasury  had 
to  postpone  its  obligations  to  keep  from 
going  over  the  debt  limit.  Assuming  that 
$200  million  payments  were  postponed  for 
6  months  in  this  way,  then  the  con¬ 
tractors  would  have  to  be  compensated 
for  the  extra  interest  cost  of  the  money 


which  would  be  at  least  another  $3  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  the  cost  of  the  same  bor¬ 
rowing  by  the  Federal  Government. 

So  while  it  is  easy  to  say:  “Hold  them 
down,”  we  will  not  save  any  money  by 
failing  to  increase  the  limit. 

And  then  you  heard  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]  ask 
the  question:  “Why  does  the  national 
debt  continue  to  be  raised  each  year  when 
we  have  had  a  supposedly  balanced 
budget?” 

The  reason  for  these  recent  exten¬ 
sions  of  the  debt  limit  is  that  the  rev¬ 
enues  come  in  most  heavily  in  the  latter 
half  of  the  fiscal  year  and  expenditures 
must  be  met  evenly  through  the  year. 
This  means  that  the  debt  is  higher  in 
the  winter  months  than  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year. 

While  the  debt  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  has  not  increased  significantly  in 
recent  years  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
that  the  debt  has  been  drastically  re¬ 
duced  compared  to  our  national  ability 
to  pay.  In  1946  when  the  debt  limit 
was  set  at  $275  billion  the  public  debt 
stood  at  132  percent  of  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  product.  Presently  the  debt 
stands  at  only  63  percent  of  the  gross 
national  product. 

I  might  say  that  the  problem  with 
which  the  debt  limit  is  mostly  concerned 
is  the  enormous  backlog  of  appropriation 
authority.  The  budget  document  esti¬ 
mates  that  at  the  end  of  the  present 
fiscal  year  there  will  be  an  accumulation 
of  $70  billion  of  unspent  appropriation 
balances. 

A  few  years  ago  that  amount  was  about 
$100  billion.  The  balanced  budget  that 
we  have  each  year  is  a  comparison  of 
estimated  cash  expenditures  as  against 
estimated  revenues.  The  national  debt 
is  our  cash  situation.  We  are  contin¬ 
ually  spending  money  actually  that  has 
been  appropriated  in  recent  years.  The 
debt  limit,  however,  prevents  the  ad¬ 
ministration  from  suddenly  spending, 
say,  $10  billion,  from  this  backlog  above 
the  amount  of  planned  expenditures  in. 
the  budget  document. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  If  that  be  true 
then  it  is  not  correct  to  say  that  we  have 
a  balanced  budget.  If  we  have  been  ap¬ 
propriating  more  and  spending  more 
than  has  been  taken  in,  then  the  budget 
has  not  been  balanced. 

Mr.  HERLONG.  There  was  a  backlog 
several  years  ago  of  fifty-five  to  sixty 
billion  dollars  in  the  Defense  Establish¬ 
ment  alone  which  had  been  appropriated 
but  not  spent.  That  is  down.  .We  are 
spending  what  has  already  been  appro¬ 
priated. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  always  under¬ 
stood  that  a  balanced  budget  was  the 
result  of  income  equaling  outgo,  or  vice 
versa. 

Mr.  HERLONG.  We  have  two  budg¬ 
ets.  We  have  an  estimated  budget  and 
an  actual  cash  budget. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  If  we  have  2  kinds 
of  budgets,  do  they  consist  of  1  that 
shows  the  real  thing  and  the  other  a 
political  budget? 


Mr.  HERLONG.  No.  The  budget 
presented  to  the  Congress  is  an  estimate, 
as  the  gentleman  knows. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Still  the  budget 
has  been  balanced? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  On  the  basis  of  esti¬ 
mated  revenue  as  against  estimated  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  In  view  of  this 
carryover  of  previously  appropriated 
funds,  then  is  it  not  true  the  decision  as 
to  whether  we  are  going  to  create  a  situ¬ 
ation  requiring  an  increase  in  the  debt 
ceiling  is  a  decision  that  is  essentially 
administrative  rather  than  legislative, 
because  the  decision  as  to  the  amount 
and  the  rate  of  spending  of '  this  pre¬ 
viously  appropriated  money  is  basically 
an  Executive  decision;  is  that  not  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  It  is  principally  up 
to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the 
Executive  to  determine  when  that  money 
is  to  be  released,  but  they  can  release  no 
more  than  they  can  obtain  from  the  rev¬ 
enues  and  under  the  debt  ceiling. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  If  the  decision  is 
made  that  we  have  to  step  up  expendi¬ 
tures  two  or  three  billion  dollars  more, 
it  is  entirely  believable  we  might  be 
faced  with  a  new  and  further  request  for 
raising  the  debt  ceiling? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  Yes.  That  is  why  I 
do  not  want  to  hamstring  us  with  a  $3 
billion  increase  at  this  time. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  One  of  the  parts  of 
the  problem  that  faces  us  is  this  vast 
carryover  of  previously  appropriated 
funds? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  There  is  always  a 
carryover  of  previously  appropriated 
funds.  The  necessary  lead  time  on  de¬ 
fense  contracts  and  things  like  that 
causes  it.  That  is  going  to  continue  to 
be  at  a  pretty  high  level  for  some  time. 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  The  more  that 
carryover  the  more  the  potential  prob¬ 
lem;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Jenkins]. 

Mr.  JENKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
addresses  by  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  New  York  have 
practically  exhausted  this  proposal  be¬ 
cause  those  gentlemen  have  covered 
every  phase  of  the  problem. 

However,  there  is  one  thing  that  should 
go  in  the  Record  at  this  time  and  that 
is  this  little  bill  itself  to  see  what  it  does. 
It  is  the  best  argument  in  favor  of  its 
passage.  The  bill  provides: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  during  the  period 
beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  act  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959,  the 
public  debt  limit  set  forth  in  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty 
Bond  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be  temporarily 
increased  by  $5  billion. 

It  does  not  say  how  it  is  going  to  be 
spent  or  what  is  going  to  become  of  it. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  already  owe  it. 
So,  I  say,  that  explains  itself.  We  are 
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doing  today  what  we  ought  to  do;  just 
exactly  what  we  ought  to  do,  and  I  do 
not  see  how  you  can  get  around  it.  We 
have  to  pay,  taut  we  do  not  have  to  pay 
forever.  This  is  limited  to  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  limit  is 
prescribed.  It  is  not  such  a  terrible  bill 
either  way,  and  I  am  glad  that  it  is  not, 
because  I  want  to  support  it. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Simpson], 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  to  support  this  bill.  At 
the  outset  I  would  like  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  our  committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Mills].  As  our  new  chairman  he  has  al¬ 
ready  demonstrated  that  he  will  give  our 
committee  excellent  leadership,  and  I  am 
sure  the  information  he  will  bring  to 
the  House  from  time  to  time  will  be  in 
accord  with  the  facts.  Keeping  in  piind 
the  distinguished  gentlemen  who  have 
preceded  him  as  chairmen  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  during  my  membership  and  with 
the  greatest  of  respect  to  them,  I  do 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
to  this  body  as  a  worthy  successor  to 
them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  join 
with  the  gentleman  and  others  who  see 
fit  to  support  this  piece  of  legislation.  I 
am  really  not  troubled  about  it  as  some 
of  my  good  friends  are,  for  the  principal 
reason  that  I  do  not  see  much  in  it  beside 
the  making  certain  that  we  do  have  the 
dollars  to  pay  the  bills,  the  bills  being 
the  obligations  that  you  and  I  create. 
They  are  not  bills  that  are  created  by 
somebody  downtown.  They  are  not  bills 
that  are  created  by  some  entity  called 
an  administration.  They  are  bills  that 
are  created  by  the  membership  of  the 
Congress.  While  it  is  true  that  the  Dem¬ 
ocrat  Political  Party  controls  the  House 
and  the  Senate  and  thereby  is  in  the  ma¬ 
jority  in  creating  these  spending  obliga¬ 
tions  and  that  we  are  now  creating  the 
means  by  which  they  are  to  be  paid,  it  is 
not  political  when  I  say  that  this  is  legis¬ 
lation  that  has  to  be  passed,  a  bill  pre¬ 
sumably  for  the  advantage  of  all  the 
American  people.  And,  keeping  that  in 
mind,  I  just  cannot  see  any  real  objection 
in  following  good  financial  policies  and 
providing  the  money  to  pay  the  bills. 
Really,  it  is  rather  analogous  to  any  one 
of  us  going  to  a  bank  to  have  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  bank  allow  us  a  line  of 
credit  so  that  we  may,  as  the  exigencies 
of  the  situation  require,  and  as  we  need 
the  money,  go  to  the  bank  and  borrow 
according  to  our  business  requirements. 
That,  I  say,  is  what  we  are  doing  here. 

Now,  it  was  argued  that  if  we  are  lax 
and  permit  too  great  authority  in  these 
respects,  there  might  be  an  attempt  to 
waste  money;  that  the  administration, 
recognizing  that  it  has  more  borrowing 
power,  might  see  fit  to  cause  wasteful 
and  useless  expense.  I  am  not  troubled 
that  way,  for  I  repeat  that  the  present 
situation  is  in  the  hands  of  the  Congress. 

Now,  secondly,  we  are  told  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  by  the 
Director  of  the  Budget  that  in  view  of 
the  narrow  cash  margin  within  which 
the  administration  must  operate  today, 
the  problem  of  the  spending  obligations 


coming  in  faster  at  certain  times  of  the 
year  in  comparison  with  the  tax  dollars 
that  are  coming  in  from  the  taxpayers 
makes  the  need  for  this  legislation  par¬ 
ticularly  acute. 

So  I  repeat,  all  we  will  do  under  the 
pending  legislation  is  to  provide  an  area 
within  which,  if  the  spending  obliga¬ 
tions  are  created  by  the  Congress,  the 
money  may  be  secured  at  the  lowest 
possible  interest  rates  so  that  the  security 
of  the  country,  financial  and  otherwise, 
may  thereby  be  maintained. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  to  be  regretted 
that  debate  on  the  legislation  before  this 
committee,  H.  R.  9955,  providing  a  tem¬ 
porary  increase  in  the  statutory  debt 
limit  should  be  made  the  occasion  by 
some  of  my  Democrat  colleagues  for 
what  might  be  characterized  as  unin¬ 
spired  politically  motivated  remarks 
about  the  conduct  of  our  Nation’s  fiscal 
affairs.  My  regret  stems  from  the 
awareness  that  this  legislative  measure 
presently  under  consideration  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  economic  and  military 
strength  of  our  Nation.  To  disregard 
facts  in  the  manner  some  of  my  Demo¬ 
crat  colleagues  have  done  under  these 
circumstances  is  to  fail  to  bring  to  the 
consideration  of  this  legislation  the  ma¬ 
ture  judgment  and  evaluation  that  it 
requires. 

The  partisan  attack  made  by  my 
Democrat  colleagues  requires  answer 
and  I  will  endeavor  to  answer  the 
charges  accurately  and  without  distor¬ 
tion  by  examining  the  record. 

When  the  present  Republican  admin¬ 
istration  assumed  office  the  national  debt 
was  rising  steadily  under  the  impact  of 
heavy  Government  spending.  The  Re¬ 
publican  administration  inherited  a 
spending  program  created  by  the  Tru¬ 
man  administration  that  called  for  a 
$9.4  billion  budgetary  deficit  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  in  June  1953  and  the 
public  indebtedness  exceeded  $266  bil¬ 
lion.  Moreover,  the  Truman  budget 
submitted  to  the  Congress  in  early  Jan¬ 
uary  1953  projected  even  higher  Govern¬ 
ment  spending  with  an  estimated  deficit 
of  $9.9  billion  for  fiscal  year  1954.  If 
the  Truman  proposed  deficit  had  been 
allowed  to  occur  in  1954,  the  public  in¬ 
debtedness  would  have  been  $276  billion 
on  June  30,  1954.  In  addition  to  these 
scheduled  budgetary  deficits  that  the 
Republican  administration  inherited 
from  the  Truman  administration,  the 
Republican  Party  also  was  confronted 
with  $80  billion  in  unpaid  obligations 
and  spending  commitments  that  it  had 
been  bequeathed  by  the  defunct  Truman 
administration. 

The  advent  of  the  Republican  admin¬ 
istration  brought  into  being  an  immedi¬ 
ate  program  to  effectively  cope  with  the 
chaotic  condition  that  existed  with  re¬ 
spect  to  our  Federal  fiscal  affairs.  The 
proposed  deficit  of  almost  $10  billion  that 
had  been  projected  by  the  Truman  ad¬ 
ministration  for  fiscal  1954  was  reduced 
to  an  actual  deficit  of  $3.1  billion.  As  a 
result  the  public  debt  under  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration  on  June  30,  1954, 
was  $271  billion  instead  of  $276  billion 
as  had  been  planned  by  the  Democrat 
Party. 

The  balanced  budgets  actually  experi¬ 
enced  in  fiscal  years  1956  and  1957  and 
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the  projected  balance  in  1959  mean  that 
the  debt  is  no  longer  rising,  other  than 
for  seasonal  fluctuations.  The  debt  in 
June  1959  is  expected  to  be  substantially 
the  same  as  the  low  point  reached  in 
June  1957.  The  goals  of  a  balanced 
budget  and  substantial  tax  reduction 
which  the  Republican  Party  established 
for  itself  in  the  pre-1952  election  cam¬ 
paign  have  been  in  part  fulfilled.  That 
the  Republican  Party  will  effectively  seek 
to  further  the  realization  of  these  goals 
is  a  firm  commitment  that  the  people 
of  our  Nation  know  will  be  honored  when 
the  security  and  economic  well-being  of 
our  Nation  will  permit. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  at  this  time  as 
part  of  my  remarks  include  a  summary 
of  budgetary  data  covering  the  fiscal 
years  1946  through  1959  which  I  am  con¬ 
fident  will  be  of  considerable  interest  in 
demonstrating  the  marked  superiority  of 
the  Republican  Party  over  the  Democrat 
Party  in  handling  our  Nation’s  fiscal 
affairs. 

Federal  Government  budget  picture,  fiscal 
years  1946-59 


[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Year  ending  June  30— 

Receipts 

Expendi¬ 

tures 

Surplus 
(+)  or 
deficit 
(-) 

1946. . 

39.8 

60.4 

—20.  7 

1947 . . . . . 

39.8 

39.0 

1948 . . 

41.  5 

33. 1 

+8.4 

1949 . . . 

37.7 

39.5 

-1.8 

1950 . , _ 

36.5 

39.6 

-3.1 

1951 . 

47.6 

44. 1 

+3.5 

1952. . . 

61.4 

65.4 

-4.0 

1953... . . . 

04.8 

74.3 

-9.4 

1954  estimated  1 . . 

68.0 

77.9 

-9.9 

19,54 . . 

64.  7 

07.8 

-3.1 

1955 . . . 

60.4 

64.6 

-4.2 

1956. . . 

68.2 

66.5 

+  1.6 

1957 _ i _ 

71.0 

69.4 

+1.6 

1958  estimated  ■ _ 

72.4 

72.8 

-.4 

1959  estimated  2 _ _ 

74.4 

73.9 

+.5 

1  Budget  document  of  outgoing  administration,  Jan.  9, 
1953. 

2  Budget  document,  Jan.  13,  1958. 


This  table  shows  that  in  3  of  the  6 
fiscal  years  under  the  Republican  ad¬ 
ministration  a  budgetary  surplus  either 
has  been  realized  or  is  projected.  This 
record  was  achieved  in  the  face  of  the 
greatest  tax  reduction  enacted  in  the 
history  of  our  Nation,  in  the  amount  of 
$7.4  billion,  which  occurred  at  a  time 
that  the  Republican  administration  was 
supported  by  a  Republican  Congress. 
Under  the  leadership  of  the  Democrat 
Party  only  3  of  the  previous  20  years  pro¬ 
duced  budgetary  surpluses,  and  2  of 
these  surpluses  can  properly  be  attrib¬ 
uted  to  the  Republican-controlled  80th 
Congress. 

It  is  safe  to  say  that  the  heavy  burden 
of  inherited  spending  commitments  of 
the  Truman  administration  were  in  large 
part  responsible  for  causing  the  public 
debt  to  rise  by  an  estimated  $5.1  billion 
during  the  first  6  full  fiscal  years  of  the 
Eisenhower  administration.  It  should  be 
noted,  however,  that  this  amount  is  sub¬ 
stantially  less  than  would  have  occurred 
if  the  Democrat  Party  had  remained  in 
power,  and  it  is  significantly  less  than  the 
$7.7  billion  increase  that  occurred  during 
the  6  previous  years  under  the  Demo¬ 
crats. 

I  would  like  to  commend  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
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New  York  [Mr.  Reed],  for  his  able  re¬ 
marks  on  this  legislation.  Without 
doubt,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Reed]  stands  as  an  outstanding  ex¬ 
ample  as  a  consistent  advocate  of  fiscal 
responsibility  and  integrity.  His  wisdom 
and  judgment  on  fiscal  matters  have 
contributed  greatly  to  the  advancement 
of  the  national  interest.  It  is  therefore 
significant  and  should  be  heeded  by  us 
all  that  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Reed]  stated  in  his  remarks  today 
that—  ^ 

The  need  for  considering  this  legislation 
implies  in  effect  a  day  of  accounting  for  the 
traditional  spenders  in  Congress  and  else¬ 
where  in  our  Federal  Government.  The  need 
for  this  legislation  today  cannot  solely  be 
attributed  to  today's  circumstances  but  in¬ 
stead  reflects  more  basically  the  evils  of  the 
past  25  years  of  an  ever-increasing  Federal 
bureauracy  and  the  adherence  to  the  fal¬ 
lacious  philosophy  that  in  peace  as  well  as  in 
war  the  Government  can  spend  the  taxpay¬ 
er’s  dollar  more  prudently  than  the  taxpayer 
can  himself. 

Today  we  find  those  same  traditional 
spenders  in  Congress  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Reed]  referred  to 
being  especially  politically  vocal  in  their 
criticism  of  the  Republican  administra¬ 
tion. 

On  the  subject  of  spending  I  presume 
that  we  can  conclude  that  those  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Democrat  Party  who  today 
criticize  the  President  for  not  proposing 
sufficiently  high  spending  in  his  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1959  and  who  suggest  it 
may  be  necessary  to  increase  proposed 
spending  by  an  additional  amount  in 
excess  of  $2  billion  are  the  same  Demo¬ 
crats  who  only  last  year  were  claiming 
credit  for  having  reduced  the  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1958  by  amounts  ranging 
from  three  to  six  billion  dollars.  By 
their  panic  induced  about-face  they  are 
clearly  demonstrating  their  undeviating 
allegiance  to  the  Truman  doctrine  of 
military  preparedness  predicated  on  a 
feast  or  famine  basis.  It  will  be  recalled 
that  this  Truman  doctrine  of  totally 
neglecting  our  Defense  Establishment  in 
peacetime  and  then  hysterically  spend¬ 
ing  billions  for  hasty  rearmament  in 
wartime  was  responsible  for  our  tragic 
lack  of  preparedness  on  the  eve  of  Korea 
and  our  failure  in  the  period  from  1946 
through  1952  to  maintain  an  effective 
rocket  and  missile  development  program 
so  as  to  keep  our  Nation  well  ahead  of 
imperialist  Russia  in  military  research. 
Under  the  leadership  of  the  Republican 
Party  we  have  departed  from  the  feast  or 
famine  Truman  concept  of  national  in¬ 
security  and  have  engaged  in  a  soundly 
balanced  preparedness  program  that 
finds  our  Nation  the  possessor  of  the 
most  powerful  military  might  in  the 
world  but  still  finds  our  Nation  dedicated 
resolutely  to  preserving  peace. 

On  the  subject  of  spending,  fiscal  sta¬ 
tistics  clearly  demonstrate  the  Republi¬ 
can  superiority  in  promoting  wise  econ¬ 
omy  and  gives  conclusive  proof  to  the 
indictment  of  the  Democrat  Party  as 
being  the  profligate  spenders.  In  the 
period  of  the  Republican  83d  Congress 
our  Nation  benefited  from  a  sharply  de¬ 
clining  level  of  Federal  spending  from 
1953  to  1955  and  during  the  Democrat- 
controlled  84th  and  85th  Congresses 


there  has  been  a  sharp  rise  in  the  level 
of  Federal  spending.  The  budget  re¬ 
duction  in  the  Republican  phase  was  ap¬ 
proximately  $10  billion  and  the  total  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Democrat  phase  more  than 
exceeded  that  figure.  The  increase  in 
the  Democrat  spending  in  the  84th  Con¬ 
gress  can  in  substantial  part  be  attrib¬ 
uted  to  the  fact  that  the  Democrats  pro¬ 
vided  for  nearly  200  new  or  increased 
programs  based  largely  on  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  Federal  aid  programs  on  the 
States. 

Again,  for  politically  motivated  rea¬ 
sons  some  of  my  Democrat  colleagues  in 
this  chamber  have  undertaken  today  to 
.talk  about  recession  and  unemployment. 
They  have,  in  effect,  charged  the  Re¬ 
publican  administration  with  bringing 
about  this  acknowledged  period  of  eco¬ 
nomic  adjustment.  These  panicky  ex¬ 
ponents  of  rampant  inflation  who  think 
anything  less  than  a  5-percent  annual 
increase  in  the  cost  of  living  is  a  reces¬ 
sion  have  apparently  forgotten  the  un¬ 
employment  that  existed  in  the  short¬ 
lived  period  of  peacetime  during  the 
Truman  era  when  unemployment  in 
February  1950  stood  at  4.7  million.  In 
evaluating  the  charges  of  these  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Democrat  Party  it  is  well  to 
look  at  the  record  with  respect  to‘  the 
economic  health  of  our  Nation. 

Under  the  Republican  Party  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  have  experienced  a  mean¬ 
ingful  increase  in  spendable  income,  in 
purchasing  power,  and  in  personal  eco¬ 
nomic  security.  The  cost  of  living  rose 
under  the  Democrat  Party  at  an  aver¬ 
age  increase  of  about  7  percent  per  year 
for  the  last  13  years  that  party  was  in 
power  but  has  risen  at  an  annual  aver¬ 
age  of  only  1.2  percent  over  the  past  5 
years  under  the  Republican  Party. 
With  confidence  in  our  Republican  na¬ 
tional  leadership  the  business  commu¬ 
nity  is  spending  unprecedented  sums  on 
new  plant  and  equipment  providing  more 
jobs  for  our  American  workers  and  in¬ 
creasing  worker  productivity  so  that  la¬ 
bor’s  reward  for  its  services  is  greater 
in  terms  of  real  income.  The  farmer 
who  suffered  from  Truman  inflation  and 
Truman-induced  regimentation  of  en¬ 
forced  surpluses  has  begun  to  realize  a 
return  to  the  economic  prospei'ity  that 
he  so  justly  deserves.  Farm  income  per 
worker  in  1957  was  $1,920 — an  increase  of 
$209  over  1955.  Farm  prices  have  been 
rising  moderately  and  more  important 
the  farmer’s  economic  future  is  more  se¬ 
cure  and  promising  under  the  sound  pol¬ 
icies  advocated  by  the  Republican  ad¬ 
ministration. 

Our  Democrat  colleagues  have  also 
undertaken  to  comment  on  the  interest 
cost  attributable  to  the  public  debt.  That 
increase  in  the  rate  of  interest  under  the 
Republican  Party  has  only  been  slightly 
in  excess  of  three-quarters  of  1  percent 
since  the  Republican  Party  came  into 
power  January  1953.  It  should  be  re¬ 
membered  that  these  interest  payments 
are  made  to  the  holders  of  Government 
securities — the  American  people — and  it 
is  a  matter  of  keeping  faith  with  them 
that  they  should  receive  a  fair  interest 
rate  on  their  investment.  More  signifi¬ 
cantly  however  is  the  fact  that  the  inter¬ 
est  cost  was  2.1  percent  of  national  in¬ 


come  in  December  1952  and  was  exactly 
the  same  percentage  in  December  1958. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  some  of  the 
facts  that  conclusively  refute  the  un¬ 
founded  criticisms  expressed  by  my 
Democrat  colleagues  today.  These 
facts  demonstrate  the  fiscal  realities  of 
the  superiority  of  the  Republican  Party 
over  the  Democrat  Party  in  conducting 
our  Nation’s  fiscal  affairs. 

In  closing  let  me  express  support  of 
H.  R.  9955  and  urge  its  enactment  as  leg¬ 
islation  that  is  in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
LMr.  Patman]. 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

INTEREST  RATE  INCREASES  RECORDBREAKING 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
last  5  years  interest  rates  have  been  in¬ 
creased  more  than  at  any  other  time  in 
the  history  of  this  Nation.  It  has  been 
estimated  by  statisticians  and  people 
who  have  given  some  thought  and  study 
to  the  effect  of  interest-rate  increases, 
that  the  American  people  will  pay  dur¬ 
ing  the  year  1958  on  an  average  of  $10 
billion  more  in  interest  charges  than  they 
paid  in  1952.  An  interest  rate  may 
seem  to  be  rather  insignificant,  but  when 
it  is  compounded  and  added  clear  across 
the  board  it  soon  becomes  very  great  in 
amount.  . 

SIXTY  DOLLARS  PER  CAPITA  INCREASE 

Let  us  see  what  $10  billion  per  year 
means.  If  you  divide  that  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  people  in  the  country,  about  172 
million,  you  will  find  that  the  per  capita 
increase  is  $60.  This  means  that  during 
this  year  1958  interest  costs  will  be  $60 
more  per  capita,  than  they  would  have 
been  on  a  comparable  or  equal  debt  in 
1952.  That  is  $300  per  family  of  5. 
That  does  not  necessarily  mean  that 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  has  to  be 
in  debt,  to  be  obligated  to  pay  their  part 
of  the  $60.  Interest  charges  go  into  the 
cost  of  everything  that  people  buy,  or 
that  is  bought  for  them,  and  into  every 
service  for  which  they  pay.  Every  time 
the  interest  rate  is  raised  on  utilities,  for 
instance,  on  electric  lights,  water,  gas, 
telephone,  transportation — the  rates  go 
up,  and  the  consumers  pay  for  it.  Then, 
of  course,  when  the  people  vote  city 
bonds  for  any  purpose  the  interest  rates 
go  up  on  these,  and  the  cost  is  in  the  tax 
bill.  Interest  goes  into  every  kind  of 
bill,  including  the  rent  bill. 

So  there  are  many  ways  the  people 
pay  this  $60  per  person.  It  is  added  on 
to  everything  they  buy. 

As  a  result  of  the  tight-money  high- 
interest  policy  of  the  last  few  years, 
high  interest  rates  have  been  woven  in¬ 
to  our  economy,  into  our  debt  structure. 
It  will  take  20  or  30  years — and  on  some 
debts  40  years — to  get  them  out.  There 
is  no  way  to  get  them  out,  except  to 
pay. 

BANKS  HAVE  PROFITED  GREATLY 

Because  of  the  high-interest  policy, 
the  banks  have  profited  more  than  any¬ 
body.  Under  this  administration,  every 
action  taken  in  the  name  of  fighting  in¬ 
flation,  has  been  an  action  that  increased 
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interest  rates  and  made  it  harder  to 
fight  inflation. 

HIGH  INTEREST  HAS  CAUSED  DEMAND  FOR 
DEBT  INCREASE 

There  were  lots  of  ways  to  fight  infla¬ 
tion,  but  in  the  last  few  years  only  one 
way  was  selected.  That  was  a  way  that 
would  give  the  money-lenders  more  in¬ 
terest.  It  is  by  reason  of  the  banks’  col¬ 
lecting  all  this  high  interest  that  our  na¬ 
tional  debt  is  as  large  as  it  is  today.  If  we 
had  the  high  interest  out  of  this  national 
debt,  it  would  not  be  even  as  high  as  $275 
billions.  But  now  we  have  a  bill  here  to 
raise  the  debt  limit  from  $275  billion  to 
$280  billions.  Why?  Because  of  high 
interest. 

THREE  BILLIONS  OF  INCREASE  TO  GO  TO 
COMMERCIAL  BANKS  FOR  USE 

In  regard  to  this  $5  billion  increase, 
Secretary  Anderson  was  very  courageous 
and  forthright  as  to  its  purpose.  He 
came  right  out  before  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  when  testifying  for 
this  bill  last  Friday,  said  in  fact,  I  want 
this  increased  debt  so  that  the  Treasury 
can  keep  $3  billion  in  the  private  banks. 
In  table  3  attached  to  his  forward  state¬ 
ment,  this  is  set  out  in  black  and  white. 

Why  should  the  Treasury  keep  $3  bil¬ 
lion  in  the  commercial  banks  for  them 
to  use?  The  banks  do  not  pay  interest 
for  that  money.  But  the  Treasury  is 
paying  interest  on  it.  The  Treasury  has 
sold  bonds,  and  collected  money  from  the 
people,  and  the  bondholders  will  collect 
the  interest  on  those  bonds,  while  the 
money — $3  billion  of  it — is  in  the  banks. 
The  banks  can  lend  this  money  out  and 
collect  interest,  or  invest  it  in  the  very 
bonds  that  the  Treasury  is  paying  inter¬ 
est  on,  and  not  pay  one  penny  of  inter¬ 
est  to  the  Treasury.  Why  should  we  re¬ 
ward  the  banks  this  way? 

FOR  FEDERAL  RESERVE 

I  like  the  banking  system,  and  I  am  a 
friend  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 
But  there  are  certain  changes  I  should 
like  to  see  made.  I  should  like  to  get  the 
private  bankers  off  the  policymaking 
boards.  I  do  not  think  the  bankers 
should  have  any  more  right  to  fix  inter¬ 
est  rates,  to  help  themselves,  than  the 
railroad  owners  should  have  a  right  of 
being  on  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  to  fix  freight  and  passenger 
rates,  to  help  themselves.  That  is  an 
exactly  comparable  situation.  So,  the 
first  change  I  would  make  in  the  Federal 
Reserve  would  be  to  get  the  bankers  out 
of  the  System,  keep  them  from  running 
the  Government’s  regulatory  System. 
They  do  not  belong  on  there.  Outside  of 
that,  and  a  few  other  little  changes,  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  is  fine. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  certainly  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  for  enlightening 
the  House.  May  I  ask  him  just  how 
much  the  interest  rate  has  increased? 
According  to  the  figures  I  have  taken 
from  the  budget,  the  annual  increase  in 
interest  charges  since  1955  is  $1,431,- 
000,000.  If  I  interpret  the  various  budget 
figures  correctly  and  I  think  I  do,  the 
increased  interest  on  the  public  debt 
since  1955  through  the  current  fiscal 


year,  resulting  from  the  tight-money 
policy  of  the  administration,  totals 
$4,137,000,000.  Supposedly  there  has 
been  no  increase  in  the  public  debt  dur¬ 
ing  that  4-year  period,  but  the  increased 
cost  resulting  from  the  high-interest- 
rate  policy  of  the  administration  is  alone 
sufficient  to  require  an  increase  in  the 
debt  ceiling  of  $275  billion.  Why  are  we 
paying  so  much  interest  now  on  the  same 
amount  of  debt? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Because  the  adminis¬ 
tration  has  deliberately  caused  the  in¬ 
crease  in  interest  rates.  That  is  why. 
The  service  charge  for  carrying  the  na¬ 
tional  debt,  caused  by  interest,  has  gone 
up  from  below  $5  billion  to  $7,800,000,000. 
This  is  because  many  of  the  Treasury 
securities  are  short  term,  and  each  time 
they  refinance  it  is  at  a  higher  interest 
rate. 

Now  let  us  make  a  comparison,  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  to  your  attention 
what  this  means.  This  national  debt 
represents  the  cost  of  two  major  wars. 
One  time  we  were  told  that  men  were 
going  to  sacrifice  and  going  into  the 
armed  services  at  a  very  low  wage.  By 
reason  of  that  we  are  also  going  to  have 
low-interest  rates,  we  then  thought. 
People  who  would  furnish  the  money  to 
fight  the  wars  were  not  going  to  be 
treated  any  better  than  the  people  who 
went  into  uniform.  So,  take  1952,  and 
just  before  the  amount  that  was  paid  to 
the  veterans  of  all  wars,  for  pensions, 
compensation,  benefits,  hospitalization, 
insurance,  and  everything  else,  was  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  as  was  paid  in  interest 
charges  on  the  national  debt.  That  was 
just  before  1952. 

But  now  this  administration,  while  it 
is  trying  to  lower  benefits  to  veterans; 
take  them  off  the  pension  rolls;  and  re¬ 
duce  their  expenses  here  and  there,  it 
actively  pursues  policies  to  give  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  furnishing  the  money,  the 
bankers  and  the  bondholders,  more  bene¬ 
fits.  Their  benefits  have  been  increased 
from  $4.8  billion  to  $7.8  billion  for  carry¬ 
ing  the  same  burden — which  is  a  60- 
percent  increase. 

It  will  take  us  25  to  50  years  to  get 
over  this  administration’s  high  interest, 
hard  money,  policy.  It  will  take  us 
that  long  by  conserving  and  saving  and 
doing  everything  we  can  to  pay  the  in¬ 
terest  that  has  been  unnecessarily  im¬ 
posed  upon  us.  The  administration,  in 
fighting  inflation  by  raising  interest 
rates,  is  just  as  logical  as  using  gaso¬ 
line  to  try  to  put  out  a  fire.  Increased 
interest  rates  mean  increased  costs  of 
production  and  distribution,  and  in¬ 
creased  costs  of  production  and  distri¬ 
bution  mean  increased  prices.  So  in¬ 
stead  of  deflating  and  fighting  inflation 
by  decreasing  the  cost  of  money — a  ma¬ 
jor  factor  in  all  production — they  have 
actually  been  feeding  the  flames  of  in¬ 
flation  all  along.  Do  you  need  more 
proof?  If  you  do,  look  at  the  record. 
For  more  than  2  years  increased  interest 
rates  went  into  effect  almost  every 
month,  and  with  each  increase  prices 
went  higher.  You  might  think  that 
after  trying  such  a  program  for  6 
months,  say,  the  administration  would 
have  stopped,  looked  and  listened,  and 
would  have  paid  some  attention  to  what 
they  were  causing,  but  no.  They  did  not 
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stop.  They  went  on  6  months  more,  and 
prices  went  up  further.  Then  they 
pressed  even  harder  for  another  6 
months  more,  and  prices  went  still 
higher.  Yet  they  still  claim  they  were 
fighting  inflation.  How  hypocritical!  It 
was  just  the  opposite  of  fighting  in¬ 
flation. 

FOR  BANKERS  MAKING  A  FAIR  PROFIT 

Now,  my  friends,  why  should  we  want 
to  reward  people  who  have  caused  this 
interest  rate  inflation  and  who  have 
profited  by  it  so  much?  While  the  far¬ 
mers  were  in  a  depression,  small  busi¬ 
nessmen  in  a  depression,  home  builders 
in  a  depression,  even  the  railroads  and 
now  the  automobile  people  in  a  depres¬ 
sion,  the  bankers  have  been  making 
plenty  of  money. 

I  like  to  see  them  make  a  fair  profit. 
But  I  do  not  like  to  see  them  given  spe¬ 
cial  advantages,  I  like  to  see  bankers 
have  a  fair  profit,  yes,  and  I  am  for  a 
strong  commercial  banking  system.  I 
would  like  to  see  unit  banking,  instead 
of  chain  banking,  I  deplore  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  tendency  to  concentrate  bank¬ 
ing  into  a  small  number  of  banks.  The 
banks  should  be  controlled  by  local  peo¬ 
ple  in  every  town.  I  believe  in  a  profit¬ 
able  commercial  banking  system;  wre 
have  got  to  have  it,  but  we  do  not  want 
to  permit  bankers  to  have  advantages 
that  cause  the  rest  of  the  people  to 
suffer.  We  do  not  want  to  make  every¬ 
body  else  suffer  while  giving  the  banks 
advantages  that  they  are  not  entitled  to 
receive. 

So  in  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  remem¬ 
ber  this,  when  you  vote  for  a  $5  billion 
increase,  you  are  voting  to  authorize  Sec¬ 
retary  Anderson  to  keep  $3  billion  of  that 
money  in  private  commercial  banks  over 
the  country. 

When  you  vote  for  this  $5  billion,  then 
you  vote  to  put  $3  billion  of  it  into  pri¬ 
vate  commercial  banks  for  no  good  rea¬ 
son  on  earth,  except  that  it  helps  the 
banks. 

Some  people  will  contend — I  have 
heard  them  say  so — that  the  banks  rend¬ 
er  a  service  to  the  Government.  Yes, 
they  do,  but  they  are  well  paid  for  that 
service.  I  do  not  want  them  to  render 
any  service  free.  But  why  should  we  put 
aside  $3  billion  that  the  people  are  pay¬ 
ing  interest  on,  that  the  banks  pay  no 
interest  on  but  get  the  free  use  of,  to 
collect  interest  on?  When  you  vote  for 
this  entire  $5  billion,  you  vote  for  $3 
billion  to  go  to  these  private  commer¬ 
cial  banks  for  their  use  free  of  charge. 

WILL  RESERVE  REQUIREMENTS  OF  BANKS  BE 
RAISED? 

I  keep  hearing  that  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  is  going  to  lower  the  discount  rate. 
May  I  warn  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in¬ 
stead  of  increasing  the  discount  rate 
every  time,  in  order  to  fight  inflation, 
they  should  have  raised  reserve  require¬ 
ments  of  the  banks.  That  would  not 
have  been  a  mandate  to  the  banks  to 
automatically,  deliberately  increase  in¬ 
terest  rates  clear  across  the  board. 

Now,  as  the  administration  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  start  to  fight  deflation, 
they  will  say  the  country  has  to  have 
more  money.  They  will  soon  reduce  re¬ 
serve  requirements  of  the  commercial 
banks  so  that  the  banks  can  create  more 
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money  to  buy  the  bonds  that  will  be 
issued  under  this  increased  debt  ceiling. 
But  they  will  want  to  keep  interest  rates 
high,  so  they  will  not  do  much  about 
reducing  interest  rates. 

The  Federal  Reserve  officials  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  reducing  required  reserves  of 
the  commercial  banks,  to  where  the 
banks  will  have  only  a  10-percent  re¬ 
serve,  clear  across  the  board — country 
banks,  Reserve  city  banks,  and  central 
Reserve  cities  banks. 

Do  you  know  what  that  will  mean?  It 
will  mean  that  the  banks  will  have  $6,- 
300.000,000  of  reserve  dollars — high- 
powered  dollars,  if  you  please — upon 
which  they  can  expand  loans  and  in¬ 
vestments  $10  to  every  $1.  In  other 
words,  it  will  mean  they  can  expand 
their  loans  and  investments  by  $63 
billion. 

If  the  ex-soldiers  were  to  come  in  here 
and  ask  for  a  $3-billion  bonus,  they  might 
be  run  out  with  tear  gas  and  bayonets. 
But  when  the  bankers  come  in  here  and 
demand  a  $63-billion  bonus,  that  will 
be  all  right;  that  is  the  bankers.  And 
they  are  demanding  this  now,  as  a  5- 
year  program,  to  be  accomplished  step 
by  step.  Remember,  I  am  telling  you 
that  is  the  bankers’  goal.  The  bankers’ 
goal,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  for  the  Federal 
Reserve  to  reduce  reserve  requirements 
to  only  10  percent.  They  will  be  like 
the  goldsmith  of  old,  who  could  take  $1 
of  gold  and  lend  $10 -worth  of  money  on 
it,  on  the  theory  that  people  would  very 
seldom  come  back  and  ask  for  the  actual 
gold.  That  is  our  fractional  reserve 
system.  I  am  not  against  the  fractional 
reserve  system,  as  such;  I  am  for  it.  I 
just  want  it  used  in  the  public  interest 
and  not  stretched  to  the  point  where  it  is 
in  the  selfish  interest  of  a  few.  That  is 
all  I  am  objecting  to.  The  bankers,  I 
am  telling  you,  will  pretty  soon  get  a 
reduction  in  reserve  requirements  and 
every  time  you  see  a  dollar  reduction,  it 
means  they  can  make  loans  of  from  6  to 
10  times  on  every  dollar  of  the  money 
that  is  released  from  the  present  required 
reserves. 

The  banks  should  not  have  this  $3  bil¬ 
lion  of  Treasury  money  that  they  will 
get  under  this  bill,  that  is,  $3  billion  that 
they  will  get  the  use  of  and  pay  no  in¬ 
terest  on. 

You  cannot  justify  it,  Mr.  Chairman; 
you  cannot  defend  it.  There  is  no  way 
to  defend  it.  This  is  the  first  time  the 
question  has  ever  been  presented  defi¬ 
nitely  and  positively  for  the  Members  of 
the  House  to  vote  on.  Personally,  I  am 
going  to  vote  for  the  reduction  to  $3  bil¬ 
lion.  The  bill  really  should  be  $2  billion. 
I  would  vote  to  reduce  it  to  $2  billion; 
then  the  Treasury  would  have  plenty  of 
money,  but  without  keeping  $3  billion 
in  the  commercial  banking  system,  which 
is  what  I  object  to.  You  cannot  justify 
it.  There  is  no  rhyme  nor  reason  for  it. 
It  does  not  make  any  kind  of  sense — • 
common,  book,  or  horse. 

So  I  ask  the  Members,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  vote  for  the  reduction. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Curtis], 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  take  this  time,  first,  to  express 
my  support  of  this  bill,  H.  R.  9955,  and 


to  commend  the  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  thereof  for  their  clear  exposition 
of  what  this  bill  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  essentially  this  bill  is 
a  question  of  managing  the  public  debt 
and  is  not  in  any  sense  involved  in  an 
economy  proposition.  My  record  is 
pretty  well  known,  my  views  are  pretty 
well  known,  in  regard  to  appropriations. 
I  can  assure  you  from  having  studied 
this  debt  matter  that  actually  a  vote 
against  this  bill  would  be  a  vote  against 
economy  because  it  would  cost  us  money 
if  we  do  not  provide  this  necessary  flex¬ 
ibility  in  the  management  of  our  public 
debt. 

I  want  to  say,  however,  that  those  who 
are  using  this  occasion  to  point  out  the 
need  for  economy  in  our  Government 
are  doing  so  quite  appropriately  because 
we  are  now  at  the  point  where  we  are 
totaling  up  what  we  have  done.  A  met¬ 
aphor  that  illustrates  the  point  is  this: 
You  cannot  stop  the  progress  of  an  ele¬ 
vator  by  grabbing  hold  of  the  elevator 
indicator  to  try  to  stop  it.  That  would 
be  the  effect  of  grabbing  hold  of  the 
amount  of  the  Federal  debt  and  saying 
that  by  holding  on  to  that  you  are  going 
to  stop  the  progress  of  the  expenditures. 
I  do  say,  however,  that  every  time  these 
matters  come  before  the  Congress  it  is 
quite  appropriate  to  call  attention,  and 
for  all  of  us  to  pay  attention,  to  the 
fact  this  is  what  we  have  done.  This  is 
the  result  of  the  appropriating  that  we 
have  been  doing  in  the  past.  From  that 
angle  a  review  of  the  Federal  debt  serves 
a  worthy  purpose.  In  fact,  there  are 
those  who  say,  “Why  should  we  have  a 
debt  ceiling  at  all?  What  is  the  pur¬ 
pose?  What  purpose  does  it  serve?” 
And  there  is  some  merit  to  that  argu¬ 
ment.  I  think  one  real  purpose  a  debt 
ceiling  serves  is  this,  and  a  very  good 
purpose.  It  requires  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress  periodically  to  account 
to  the  Congress  for  how  they  have  han¬ 
dled  the  public  debt.  And,  the  public 
debt  can  be  handled  in  many  different 
ways.  The  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Patman]  has  his  ideas 
of  one  way  of  handling  the  public  debt. 
You  can  argue  other  ways  as  to  how  the 
public  debt  might  be  managed,  but  by 
coming  before  the  Congress  periodically 
the  executive  department  has  to  account 
to  the  Congress  for  how  the  debt  has 
been  managed.  So,  that  is  one  very 
good  purpose,  I  submit,  in  having  a  debt 
ceiling. 

Now,  the  second  purpose  is  this:  Why 
argue  over  whether  it  should  be  a  $3 
billion  or  $5  billion  extension?  I  think 
there  is  a  legitimate  area  for  argument, 
because  although  you  cannot  effect  econ¬ 
omy  through  placing  the  ceiling  on  the 
debt  at  a  particular  point,  you  can  give 
good  warning  and  you  can  also  force  the 
executive,  in  a  fashion,  to  be  a  little  bit 
careful  over  the  expenditure  of  the  dol¬ 
lars.  They  have  a  little  leeway  in  how 
they  spend  the  money.  So,  it  is  very 
legitimate  to  go  into  the  details  of 
whether  it  should  be  three  or  five  or  ten 
billion  dollars.  In  my  judgment,  and  I 
think  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means,  to  most  of  us  it 
seemed  that  $5  billion  was  the  more 


intelligent  figure  to  grant  to  the  admin¬ 
istration  at  this  time.  Three  billion 
dollars  would  probably  be  uneconomic. 
Do  not  think  for  a  minute  that  by  voting 
fdr  $3  billion  you  are  casting  an  economy 
vote.  The  issue  is  simply  one  of  good 
debt  management. 

Now,  to  the  fourth  item  here,  the  sug¬ 
gestion  that  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
has  made  of  managing  the  public  debt 
through  requiring  or  setting  up  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  some  of  those  additional 
amounts  be  generated  through  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  banks.  In  essence  that  is 
no  more  than  printing  press  money 
when  you  analyze  it,  because  throwing 
these  vast  new  sums  into  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System  would  simply  generate  that 
much  additional  credit.  The  Federal 
Reserve  banks  already  have  adequate 
authority  to  provide  any  additional  bank 
reserves  which  may  be  required  to  in¬ 
sure  a  sound  financial  structure.  This 
proposal  would  constitute  an  unneces¬ 
sary  interference  with  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System  in  the  performance  of  its 
duties  to  influence  the  Nation’s  money 
supply  in  a  way  that  would  stimulate 
neither  inflation  nor  deflation. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  had  about  20  minutes  to  explain 
his  theory,  and  I  would  like  to  take  1  or  2 
minutes  to  point  out  why  it  is  unsound. 

The  first  reason  that  I  am  pointing- 
out,  throwing  these  funds  into  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  System,  in  effect  amounts 
to  printing  press  money.  It  generates 
additional  credit  in  the  economy  and  so 
interferes  with  the  Federal  Reserve's 
present  powers  that  they  do  have  to  ade¬ 
quately  provide  additional  money  if  they 
see  fit. 

The  second  point  I  would  like  to  make 
is  in  answer  to  the  points  made  that  the 
Government  creates  the  interest  rate. 
Actually,  the  interest  rate  is  an  eco¬ 
nomic  phenomenon  and  not  a  govern¬ 
mental  phenomenon.  The  Government, 
because  it  is  a  big  debtor,  has  a  consid¬ 
erable  influence  over  this  economic  phe¬ 
nomenon,  but  let  us  not  forget  that 
essentially  the  Government  is  the  tail 
and  the  private  economy  still,  thank 
goodness,  is  the  dog  in  our  society.  Just 
to  compare  the  differences,  our  private 
debt  is  $436  billion  as  opposed  to  $275 
billion  Federal  debt.  So,  it  is  not  the 
Government  that  is  cjoing  this.  That  is 
essentially  what  the  market  is. 

And  I  want  to  call  attention  to  some 
of  the  economic  factors  which  create 
this  tight  money,  which  is  really  the 
basis  of  this  problem  we  are  discussing 
here.  We  have  been  growing  at  an  aver¬ 
age  rate  of  „  about  3V2  percent  in  our 
gross  national  product  each  year.  Today 
it  requires  about  $14,000  of  investment 
to  employ  one  man. 

We  have  about  1  million  men  coming 
into  the  labor  market  each  year,  new 
employees,  new  men  for  whom  we  have 
to  have  jobs.  If  you  multiply  that  fig¬ 
ure  by  $14,000  per  man,  then  you  get  $14 
billion  of  new  capital  that  we  need  each 
year  in  order  to  go  ahead  in  this  great 
expanding  economy  of  ours.  That  money 
must  come  from  somewhere  and  it  comes 
in  essence  only  from  the  savings  of  our 
people. 
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Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Permit  me 
to  make  one  more  point  on  this  and 
then  I  shall  yield  to  the  gentleman.  : 

The  other  factor  lying  behind  this 
tight  money  situation  comes  from  the 
effect  of  inflation  on  the  capital  ac¬ 
counting  system  of  the  private  sector  of 
our  economy.  If  you  put  a  machine  on 
your  books  in  1940  costing  $100,000,  to 
replace  that  machine  10  or  15  years  later, 
in  1956  or  1957  would  take  $200,000 — 
the  identical  machine.  That  is  because 
of  inflation.  But  under  our  tax  structure 
only  $100,000  is  allowed  to  be  retained  in 
earnings  for  replacement.  So  that  be¬ 
cause  of  inflation  we  are  now  having 
to  dig  into  our  pockets  for  additional 
savings,  almost  double  in  amount,  to 
replace  our  capital  equipment.  That  is 
the  other  fundamental  reason  behind 
the  tight  money  situation,  which  is  eco¬ 
nomic  and  not  governmental. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  now? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  gentleman  said 
that  the  exercise  of  this  $5  billion  auth¬ 
ority  would  be  like  printing  press  money. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  How  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  account  for  the  fact  that  it  was  en¬ 
dorsed  and  recommended  under  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  Secretary  Humphrey? 
Under  Secretary  Burgess  endorsed  it. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  do  not 
think  he  did. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  And  Mr.  Martin, 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
as  well  as  Mr.  Robert  B.  Anderson,  our 
present  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  en¬ 
dorsed  that  method  of  getting  $5  billion 
from  the  Treasury.  I  have  the  testimony 
and  I  shall  put  it  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  wish  the 
gentleman  would.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  in  error. 

One  final  point  so  that  we  do  not  be¬ 
cloud  the  issue  and  get  to  thinking  in 
terms  of  big  banks  and  little  people. 
There  is  some  testimony  in  the  hearings 
before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance 
in  June  and  July  of  1957  to  which  I  wish 
to  refer.  This  comes  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury.  On  page  12  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  there  is  a  list  showing  who  gets  the 
interest  paid  on  the  Federal  debt.  In¬ 
cidentally,  that  interest  is  $7  billion. 

One  billion  four  hundred  million  dol¬ 
lars  represents  payment  of  interest  to 
social  security  funds. 

Six  hundred  million  dollars  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  debt  was  received  by  the  Federal 
banks;  90  percent  of  that  comes  back  to 
the  Federal  Treasury. 

One  billion  four  hundred  million  dol¬ 
lars  went  to  the  commercial  banks.  That 
is  the  point  that  was  made. 

Six  hundred  million  dollars  went  to 
other  financial  institutions  which  are 
mostly  insurance  companies  and  savings 
banks. 

Five  hundred  million  dollars  went  to 
corporations. 

Four  hundred  million  dollars  went  to 
State  and  local  governments  and  about 
$400  million  to  nonprofit  institutions. 


The  remainder,  about  $1.8  billion,  the 
largest  single  segment  of  the  interest  on 
the  public  debt,  went  to  individuals 
either  in  the  form  of  cash  payments  or 
accumulated  interest. 

So  let  us  keep  this  on  the  proper  plane. 

Mr.  TEWES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  TEWES.  Because  the  gentleman 
who  has  the  floor  is  known  as  one  of  the 
more  solid  thinking  economists,  I  should 
like  to  ask  him  this  question  with  regard 
to  the  remarks  of  the  preceding  speaker 
who  is  a  notorious  advocate  of  greater 
money.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  under  his 
policy  of  greater  money  an  inflationary 
effect  is  created,  so  that  while  the  in¬ 
terest  rates  nominally  under  his  policies 
remain  the  same,  the  individual  is  re¬ 
quired  to  work  harder  and  longer  to  pay 
that  interest  rate? 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  There  is  no 
question  that  it  produces  inflation.  I 
suggest  if  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
thinks  that  we  need  more  credit  through¬ 
out  the  country,  that  he  seek  to  do  that 
through  his  own  committee,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  instead 
of  trying  to  do  it  through  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means,  which  is  concerned 
solely,  as  we  are  here,  with  debt  man¬ 
agement. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Byrnes! 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  listening  to  this  debate  makes 
me  believe  that  it  might  be  appropriate 
if  we  all  asked  ourselves,  “Why  do  we 
have  a  statutory  debt  limit?  Unless  it 
is  to  serve  some  useful  purpose,  would  we 
not  be  wiser  to  repeal  it  than  be  wasting 
time  with  amendments?” 

If  there  is  a  purpose,  it  seems  to  me  we 
are  obliged  to  see  whether  this  particular 
bill  before  us  is  in  aid  of  that  purpose 
or  whether  it  would  thwart  that  purpose. 
The  gentleman  who  preceded  me,  Mr. 
Curtis,  suggested  that  one  of  the  reasons 
for  the  limit  was  so  that  we  could  re¬ 
examine  the  operations  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  as  far  as  management 
of  the  debt  is  concerned.  Frankly,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  can  be  done  much  more 
expediently  without  wasting  the  time  of 
the  whole  Congress.  We  have  commit¬ 
tees  that  can  constantly  be  keeping  the 
operations  of  the  debt  management  un¬ 
der  surveillance,  under  check,  under  in¬ 
vestigation.  If  the  statutory  limit  on  the 
borrowing  authority  of  the  Treasury  has 
any  purpose  to  serve,  I  submit  it  is  to  put 
a  brake  or  a  restraint  on  Government 
spending.  It  will  not  provide  that  re¬ 
straint,  however,  if  we  continue  to  raise 
the  limit  without  sound  justification  for 
every  dollar  of  increase. 

Let  it  be  remembered  that  there  is  only 
one  basic  way  in  which  the  Government 
can  pay  its  bills,  and  that  is  through 
taxes.  Our  concurrent  expenditures  will 
be  met  either  out  of  current  revenues  or  a 
combination  of  current  revenues  and  in¬ 
terest-bearing  deferred  taxes,  which  is 
what  borrowing  actually  is.  In  author¬ 
izing  additional  borrowing,  what  we  are 
in  effect  doing  is  authorizing  additional 
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taxes  on  future  taxpayers.  As  a  tax  bill, 
it  should  require  at  least  the  same 
amount  of  justification  as  would  be  re¬ 
quired  if  we  were  now  considering  a  tax- 
increase  bill,  and  that  is  all  I  am  asking. 
There  is  no  sound  justification  in  my 
judgment  for  the  full  $5  billion  increase 
provided  by  this  bill. 

What  is  the  justification  that  has  been 
presented  to  us?  Only  that  the  present 
ceiling  in  view  of  our  cash  position  and 
the  demands  that  will  be  made  upon  the 
Treasury  make  it  difficult  to  conduct 
day-to-day  fiscal  management  affairs. 
Read  the  second  page  of  the  committee 
report,  where  there  is  reiterated  the  jus¬ 
tification  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and  that  is  what  you  will  find 
is  the  fundamental  justification  made  by 
the  Secretary. 

I  concede  there  are  difficulties,  but 
that  does  not  justify  making  it  easy  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  get  started 
on  another  period  of  deficit  financing. 
Part  of  the  trouble  we  are  in  today  is 
because  Congress  has  made  it  too  easy, 
too  easy  for  itself  and  too  easy  for  the 
executive  branch,  to  increase  spending 
and  then  pay  the  bills  with  borrowed 
money.  We  have  been  postponing  the 
day  of  reckoning.  It  is  time  that  we 
make  that  process  of  postponing  and  bor¬ 
rowing  more  difficult  instead  of  easy.  I 
will  agree  with  all  of  my  friends  who 
have  spoken  that  there  is  no  gimmick 
that  can  force  Congress  to  economize. 
Economy  will  come  only  when  there  is  a 
will  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  to  do 
so.  I  think  that  today  would  not  be 
too  soon  to  evidence  that  will.  We  can 
do  so  by  being  cautious  in  our  approach 
to  this  piece  of  legislation. 

If  we  are  having  fiscal  management 
difficulties,  there  are  two  ways  to  get 
out  of  it.  Raising  the  debt  limit  and 
borrowing  more  money  is  only  one.  The 
other  way  is  to  cut  down  our  expendi¬ 
tures,  and  I  respectfully  suggest  that, 
instead  of  taking  what  always  appears 
to  be  the  easy  way  out,  for  a  change 
we  take  the  hard  but  prudent  vray  and 
do  something  about  cutting  expendi¬ 
tures.  If  we  vote  for  this  increase  I  do 
not  see  how  you  can  expect  to  make 
any  savings.  I  am  not  tai>*"°’  about 
savings  by  the  Executive.  I  am  talking 
about  savings  and  frugality  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

There  are  those  who  attempt  to  put 
the  blame  for  our  present  fiscal  situa¬ 
tion  upon  the  executive  branch.  Make 
no  mistake  about  it.  The  responsibility 
for  spending  rests  right  here  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  No  money  can  be  spent  by  the 
Executive  unless  the  Congress  first  au¬ 
thorizes  the  spending  and  then  appro¬ 
priates  the  money.  Because  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  appropriated  excessively  in  the 
past,  and  we  are  today  spe^^'^g  at  a 
rate  which  puts  our  cash  balance  at  an 
extremely  low  level,  I  think  there  is  a 
demonstrated  need  and  justification  has 
been  presented  to  borrow  some  money 
on  a  tempoary  basis  in  order  to  get  us 
through  the  year  ahead. 

Let  me  give  you  the  facts  and  figures 
as  presented  to  us.  These  are  not  fig¬ 
ures  picked  out  of  the  air.  They  are  fig¬ 
ures  presented  to  us  by  the  Secretary  of 
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the  Treasury  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  We  have  been  operating  with  a 
cash  balance  of  about  $4  billion.  The 
projection  of  expenditures  and  revenues 
during  the  next  year,  using  the  Treasury 
and  budget  figures  as  presented  to  us, 
shows  that  this  balance  will  be  danger¬ 
ously  reduced  in  the  coming  months. 
For  example  at  the  worst  point  in  the 
next  18  months,  December  15,  1958,  go¬ 
ing  on  the  assumption  of  the  budget,  it 
is  expected  that  the  public  debt  will  reach 
about  $277  billion  and  that  there  will  be 
at  the  same  time  a  cash  balance  in  the 
bank  of  $3,500,000,000.  In  other  words 
we  will  be  required  to  borrow  $2  billion 
more  than  the  present  debt  limit  in  order 
to  meet  the  demands  that  will  be  made 
upon  the  Treasury.  Also,  because  of  cer¬ 
tain  problems  inherent  in  refinancing 
the  public  debt,  the  debt  outstanding  at 
any  given  time  is  always  somewhat  short 
of  the  ceiling.  I  think  therefore  there  is 
justification  for  giving  them  this  leeway 
to  operate  and  to  take  care  of  that  situa¬ 
tion.  I  think  justification  has  been  pre¬ 
sented  for  an  increase  in  the  limit  to  $278 
billion,  or  an  increase  of  $3  billion.  In 
other  words,  if  we  increase  the  debt  by 
$3  billion,  we  will  have  on  hand  at  the 
low  point,  the  lowest  point  in  the  next 
18  months,  as  presented  by  this  state¬ 
ment — and  I  regret  that  the  table  No.  3 
in  the  Secretary’s  statement  was  not  put 
into  the  committee  report.  To  me  that 
was  the  most  important  table  presented 
by  the  Secretary.  If  we  increase  the 
debt  by  $3  billion,  we  will  have  on  hand  at 
this  low  point,  December  15,  1958,  $3.5 
billion  in  cash,  and  unused  borrowing 
authority  of  $1  billion,  or  a  total  of  $4.5 
billion. 

I  might  add  there  is  another  $500  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  free  gold  which-  the  Treasury 
can  also  fall  back  on  if  necessary.  In 
my  judgment  that  is  not  too  difficult  a 
situation  for  the  Treasury  to  live  with. 
They  have  demonstrated  during  the  last 
4  months  that  they  can  live  with  that 
kind  of  a  balance.  Why  then  should  we 
give  them  more? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  have  this  question  in 
mind:  Would  not  the  gentleman  admit 
that  this  table  3  is  based  upon  the  pro¬ 
jections  which  are  contained  in  the 
budget  including  the  optimistic  approach 
with  respect  to  revenue  at  that  period 
of  time? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  100  percent;  and 
that,  I  think,  is  all  we  should  act  on  at 
this  point,  an  amount  based  on  what  is 
proposed  to  us  as  the  official  picture  for 
the  future.  If  there  is  a  change  in  the 
picture  this  Congress  is  going  to  be  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  expired. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  know 
that  the  gentleman  believes  that  they 
ought  to  have  money  for  contingencies  or 
elbow  room.  If  you  are  going  to  do  that 
why  have  any  limitation  and  give  them 
full  elbow  room?  Unless  the  limit  is 
going  to  provide  some  kind  of  a  restraint. 


then  the  debt  limit  will  serve  no  real 
function  as  far  as  the  monetary  system 
and  fiscal  affairs  of  this  country  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

In  cutting  the  $2  billion  all  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  is  that  you  remove  the  fat  from  the 
request,  and  I  am  not  removing  all  of 
the  fat,  because,  according  to  the  table 
furnished  by  the  Secretary,  future  re¬ 
quirements  are  based  on  having  $3.5  bil¬ 
lion  on  deposit  in  banks  plus  $3  billion  for 
c«ntingencies. 

I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  $1  bil¬ 
lion  for  contingencies  would  be  com¬ 
pletely  adequate  and  still  not  create  diffi¬ 
culties  or  such  severe  difficulties  that  we 
could  not  live  with  them.  If  all  of  the 
difficulties  are  to  be  removed  then  we 
might  just  as  well  repeal  the  law  and  let 
the  sky  be  the  limit.  As  far  as  I  am 
concerned  there  has  not  been  any  re¬ 
straint  on  spending.  If  the  statutory 
debt  limit  can  furnish  such  a  restraint, 
then  let  us  make  sure  it  does  so.  It  will 
be  my  purpose,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  the 
proper  time  comes,  to  offer  a  motion  to 
recommit  with  instructions  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  the  increased  debt  limit  in 
this  bill  from  $5  billion  to  $3  billion. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  want  my  friend  frcm 
Wisconsin  to  know  that  I  share  the 
thought  he  has  expressed.  I  support  the 
need  for  greater  economy  in  areas  where 
economies  can  be  made.  But  will  not 
the  gentleman  admit  that  the  debt  ceil¬ 
ing  itself  cannot  result  in  the  accom¬ 
plishment  of  economies  that  must  be 
made  with  respect  to  appropriations 
directly?  And  will  not  the  gentleman 
further  admit  that  the  purpose  that  can 
be  served  by  a  debt  ceiling  is  to  prevent 
the  administration  or  executive  depart¬ 
ments  from  bringing  about  a  radical 
change  with  respect  to  spending  funds 
that  have  been 'made  available?  And 
that  no  material  increase  of  any  appre¬ 
ciable  extent  could  occur  under  the  $5 
billion  ceiling  that  is  suggested  by  the 
bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  a  minute  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  will 
agree  with  the  gentleman’s  first  premise 
that  there  is  no  gimmick  whereby  we 
can  guarantee  or  force  Congress  to 
economize.  Congress  is  either  going  to 
do  it,  or  is  not  going  to  do  it;  it  has  con¬ 
trol  of  the  purse  strings. 

I  would  disagree  with  the  gentleman 
that  this  whole  operation  is  a  matter  of 
executive  control,  and  that  all  we  are 
doing  is  to  exert  pressure  on  the  execu¬ 
tive,  or  to  make  sure  they  do  not  change 
their  spending  policy,  because  spending 
policy  fundamentally  lies  right  here  in 
the  Congress.  My  only  thought  is  that 
I  believe  this  debt  ceiling,  if  there  is  any 
purpose  for  it,  should  serve  as  a  warning 
signal,  to  act  as  a  restraint  and  make  us 
stop  and  figure  out  where  we  are  going. 
I  do  not  think  we  can  project  our  think¬ 
ing  far  enough  into  the  future  to  say 
how  much  we  need,  but  I  feel  that  $3 
billion  will  take  care  of  it  as  far  as  we 
can  see  at  this  time. 


Mr.  MILLS.  So  far  as  this  fiscal  year 
is  concerned  I  might  agree  with  the 
gentleman.  $3  billion  takes  care  of  it; 
but  we  are  legislating  here  for  an  18- 
months  period. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  But  you 
are  basing  it  on  the  President’s  budget 
and  estimates,  and  those  estimates  do 
not  show  a  need  for  a  $5  billion  increase. 
The  figures  show  a  need  for  only  a  $3 
billion  increase. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
yield  the  gentleman  an  additional  min¬ 
ute  of  my  time  because  I  wanted  to  make 
the  point  that  this  $5  billion  is,  as  the 
gentleman  says,  based  upon  the  budget 
situation.  But  within  that  situation  the 
gentleman  recognizes  fluctuations  occur, 
pointing  to  the  fact  that  on  December  15 
of  this  year  under  the  most  favorable 
conditions  it  is  thought  that  the  debt 
might  go  to  $277  billion  in  order  to  have 
$3  V2  billion  on  hand. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Plus  the 
$3  billion  for  fluctuations  and  contin¬ 
gencies. 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  $3  billion  additional 
under  the  bill.  What  I  am  trying  to 
point  out  is  this:  We  can  still  exercise 
this  control  over  any  radical  change  in 
spending  within  the  5  billion  just  as  we 
can  within  the  3  billion  and  at  the  same 
time  take  care  of  any  contingencies  that 
might  arise  on  the  basis  of  the  optimism 
of  this  budget. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  We  give 
them  5  billion,  then  we  keep  going  and 
there  is  no  requirement  that  Congress 
take  another  look  to  see  where  we  are 
going  and  why. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  majority  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack]  . 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  listened  to  the  many  fine  argu¬ 
ments  made  and  many  fine  distinctions 
drawn  by  Members  in  reference  to  the 
bill  before  us.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
very  fine  arguments  that  have  been 
made  and  the  very  thin  lines  of  distinc¬ 
tion  that  have  been  drawn  would  be  more 
applicable  under  normal  conditions  than 
those  that  face  our  country  and  the 
world  today. 

The  basic  question  tha_t  I  consider  in¬ 
volved  in  this  bill,  and  the  reason  why  I 
am  going  to  vote  for  it — I  regret  that  the 
ceiling  is  not  higher — is  the  world  situa¬ 
tion  that  exists.  You  and  I  know  that 
much  of  the  freezing  or  a  considerable 
part  of  the  freezing  of  the  last  3  or  4 
months  is  probably  due  to  the  fact  that 
our  Government  is  very  close,  and  has 
been,  to  the  debt  limit.  That  has 
brought  about  restrictions  through  the 
freezing  of  appropriations  and  if  a  flexi¬ 
bility  had  existed  some  such  action 
would  not  have  been  taken. 

Our  national  debt  now,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  is  over  274  billion  dollars.  The 
last  amount  I  heard  was  274  billion,  300 
million  dollars.  We  have  read  in  the 
newspapers  of  the  artificial  means  taken 
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by  the  administration  through  the  sale 
of  FNMA  securities  and  others  to  get 
enough  money  so  that  they  could  carry 
on  at  least  the  minimum  functions  of 
government  during  the  past  3  or  4 
months. 

As  we  project  our  minds  into  not  only 
the  future  but  as  we  analyze  the  pres¬ 
ent,  we  realize  that  there  is  an  extreme 
emergency  that  exists.  The  responsi¬ 
bility  rests  upon  those  of  us  in  elective 
positions  in  the  Congress  and  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch,  the  President,  Vice  Pres¬ 
ident,  and  other  appointed  officials,  to 
devise  those  policies  which  will  be  for 
the  best  interest  of  our  country  and  in 
carrying  out  those  policies  to  make  such 
appropriations  and  expenditures  as  will 
assure  success  for  the  safety  of  our  coun¬ 
try. 

The  basic  proposition  that  appeals  to 
me  is  the  national  defense  angle.  It  is 
vitally  imperative  that  we  vote  this  in¬ 
crease.  If  we  do  not  do  so  we  might 
place  our  country  in  a  strait  jacket.  I 
think  it  is  too  great  a  calculated  risk  for 
me  to  take.  I  think  it  is  too  great  a 
calculated  risk  for  any  other  Member  of 
this  body  to  take.  The  question  of  $3 
billion  or  $5  billion  should  not  enter  our 
minds.  I  think  if  we  are  going  to  err 
in  judgment,  we  had  better  err  on  the 
side  of  strength  than  on  the  side  of 
weakness,  on  the  side  of  safety  than  on 
the  side  of  uncertainty.  I  think  we  had 
better  err  on  the  side  of  greater  flexibil¬ 
ity  in  meeting  the  immediate  task  that 
confronts  us  than  on  the  side  of  further 
restriction.  If  the  majority  party  in  this 
body  and  in  the  other  body  were  playing 
politics,  we  would  only  put  through  an 
increase  of  $3  billion  or  $2  billion  and 
then  compel  the  administration  to  come 
back  for  more.  But,  I  do  not  think  that 
we  can  afford  to  play  politics  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  situation  that  exists  in  the 
world  today  and  which  faces  us.  I  think 
the  $5  billion  temporary  increase  is  the 
wise  course  and  the  wise  step  for  us  to 
take,  enabling  flexibility  for  the  next  18 
months,  rather  than  for  a  limited  period 
of  6  or  8  months  and  then  compelling 
the  administration  either  to  come  back 
or  be  forced  to  make  sharp  restrictions 
in  expenditures  that  are  necessary  for 
the  best  interests  of  our  country.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  administration  should  have  made  its 
recommendation  before  the  last  session 
of  Congress  adjourned.  I  do  not  make 
that  statement  in  any  severe  critical  way 
but  as  an  observation  of  my  own  opinion. 
I  realize  that  a  new  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  came  in,  and  being  human  he 
probably  did  not  want  one  of  the  first 
actions  that  he  took  to  constitute  recom¬ 
mending  such  a  major  one  as  an  in¬ 
crease,  even  temporary,  in  the  debt  limit. 
However,  this  is  a  matter  that  faces  us 
now.  The  argument  of  my  friend  from 
Wisconsin  and  the  argument  of  my  dear- 
friend  from  Texas  all  would  be  interest¬ 
ing  and  probably  pertinent  another  day 
and  under  different  conditions.  But,  to 
me,  my  mind  is  made  up  on  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  passage  of  this  bill  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  future  national  de¬ 
fense  of  our  country,  and  I  think  from 
that  angle  it  is  wise  for  us  to  vote  for  the 
$5  billion  rather  than  take  any  chance 
on  any  lesser  amount. 


Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross!. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
outset  I  should  like  to  say  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills],  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  that  I  agree  with  him  that  this 
matter  should  not  be  approached  on  a 
partisan  basis,  because  it  has  been  my 
observation  that  Democrats  and  Repub¬ 
licans  share  in  this  staggering  burden 
of  Federal  debt,  and  Democrats  as  well 
as  the  Republicans  likewise  share  in  pay¬ 
ing  Federal  taxes.  So,  this  transcends 
any  political  consideration. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr,  GROSS.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  my  friend. 

Mr.  MILLS.  All  of  us  are  also  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  welfare  of  the  United 
States,  regardless  of  party,  too,  are  we 
not? 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Sure. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  I  do  not  agree  that 
because  we  have  gone  from  one  emer¬ 
gency  to  another,  some  real  and  some 
synthetic,  in  the  10  years  I  have  been  in 
this  House  that  we  should  pass  this  bill. 

Someone  spoke  of  a  printing  press  bill 
or  printing  press  money  a  little  while 
ago.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  bill  that  others  of  you 
voted  for  in  the  House,  to  provide  a  $5 
billion  cushion  for  the  Treasury,  that  is, 
the  Treasury  could  have  $5  billion  out¬ 
standing  at  any  one  time,  was  described 
by  the  late  Senator  Taft  of  Ohio,  as  a 
printing  press  money  bill.  I  am  one  of 
the  few  that  consistently  opposed  and 
voted  against  it.  When  you  start  talk¬ 
ing  about  printing  press  money  just  re¬ 
member  that  a  number  of  you  have 
voted  several  times  for  a  printing  press 
money  bill  to  the  tune  of  $5  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  it  be  clearly  under¬ 
stood  by  those  who  support  this  bill  that 
they  are  simply  adding  more  weight  to 
the  millstone  of  debt  and  inflation  that 
already  hangs  heavily  around  the  necks 
of  the  American  people. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  prior  to 
World  War  I,  public  debt  could  be  created 
only  by  an  act  of  Congress.  Prior  to 
July  1,  1914,  there  could  be  no  debt  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Government  except  by 
act  of  Congress,  which  also  had  to  specify 
the  purpose  for  which  the  debt  was 
created. 

The  statutory  limit  was  first  fixed 
at  $11.5  billion.  If  my  information  is 
correct,  only  twice  in  the  years  that  fol¬ 
lowed  has  there  been  a  reduction  in  the 
debt. 

In  1953  the  administration  asked  Con¬ 
gress  to  raise  the  debt  limit  from  $275 
billion  to  $290  billion.  The  House  ap¬ 
proved  this  increase  by  passage  of  H.  R. 
6672  on  July  31,  1953.  I  voted  against  it. 

However,  when  the  bill  went  to  the 
other  body,  and  despite  pleas  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  that  without  a  $15  billion 
increase  the  Government  would  be  un¬ 
able  to  pay  its  bills  and  panic  would  re¬ 


sult,  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  other 
body  refused  to  report  the  bill. 

What  happened?  The  administration 
reduced  its  spending  and  stayed  within 
the  debt  limit.  There  was  no  panic. 

The  other  body  did,  in  1954,  amend  the 
bill  to  provide  a  temporary  increase  in 
the  debt  limit  from  $275  billion  to  $281 
billion.  In  1955,  Congress  provided  that 
the  temporary  increase  would  expire  on 
June  30,  1956,  which  it  did,  leaving  the 
present  statutory  limit  of  $275  billion. 

What  has  become  of  all  the  brave 
promises  of  other  years  of  economies  that 
would  provide  balanced  budgets;  of  an 
end  to  inflationary  deficits;  of  payments 
on  the  Federal  debt? 

I  recall  that  in  1953,  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  Weeks  asserted  it  was  high  time 
to  halt  “international  handouts  and 
global  boondoggling.”  *  I  am  sure  Mr. 
Weeks  was  not  trying  to  shoot  down  the 
foreign-aid  program  with  a  slogan  as 
President  Eisenhower,  in  his  state  of 
the  Union  message  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago,  insisted  some  people  were  trying  to 
do. 

And  in  1953,  former  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  Humphrey  pointed  out  the 
danger  of  continuing  to  spend  American 
taxpayer  money  abroad  to  build  com¬ 
petitive  enterprises,  adding  that  “our 
scale  of  taxation  is  already  too  high  and 
to  maintain  a  sound  and  honest  dollar 
we  must  bring  our  expenditures  and 
revenues  into  balance.” 

This  bill,  if  enacted,  can  have  only  one 
purpose:  to  permit  expenditures  and 
revenues  to  be  thrown  out  of  balance. 
And  additional  Federal  debt  means  that 
the  interest  and  other  carrying  charges, 
now  costing  the  taxpayers  nearly  $8  bil¬ 
lion  each  and  every  year,  will  be  in¬ 
creased.  Already  the  interest  on  the 
Federal  debt  is  the  second  largest  item 
in  the  spending  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  irrevocably  op¬ 
posed  to  any  increase  in  the  Federal  debt 
at  this  time.  I  voted  for  reductions  in 
spending  last  year  which,  if  adopted, 
would  not  only  have  easily  kept  the  Fed¬ 
eral  debt  within  the  present  limitation 
but  would  have  provided  some  payment 
on  the  principal. 

Let  me  ask  Members  of  the  House  this 
question;  If  you  ran  up  a  huge  debt, 
made  no  effort  to  reduce  it,  and  con¬ 
tinued  to  live  far  beyond  your  means, 
would  your  creditors  lend  you  more 
money? 

But  your  Federal  Government,  with  a 
stratospheric  debt  of  at  least  $275  bil¬ 
lion,  wants  to  pile  up  ever  more  debt 
through  additional  borrowings  and  at 
the  highest  interest  rates  in  many,  many 
years. 

Thus,  policies  which  could  land  us  in 
prison  as  individuals  amount  only  to  the 
floating  of  more  and  more  money-bor¬ 
rowing  bonds  as  far  as  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  concerned. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  moral  right  at  this  time  and  in  the 
circumstances  to  kite  checks  and  hand 
on  to  the  children  of  today  and  tomor¬ 
row  the  obligations  and  responsibilities 
that  we  adults  ought  to  face  today.  It 
is  an  evil  thing  to  mortgage  the  future 
of  our  children  to  the  extent  that  the 
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Federal  Government  has  already  mort¬ 
gaged  them. 

There  ought  to  be  the  will  and  the 
courage  now  to  reduce  expenditures, 
balance  the  budget,  and  make  payments 
on  the  debt. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  our  distinguished  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Martin], 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  request  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  that  the  debt  limit  be  raised  $5 
billion.  I  do  not  believe  any  effort  to 
reduce  it  is  an  economy  measure.  In 
fact,  it  might  well  be  that  it  would  be 
the  reverse,  it  might  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  more  money  than  if  the  full  in¬ 
crease  was  made  at  this  time. 

We  know  and  we  must  face  the  fact 
that  we  have  realities  to  consider.  We 
are  in  a  period  where  we  are  obliged  to 
undertake  a  big  missile  program  in 
order  to  keep  ahead  of  the  Russians.  It 
will  require  money,  plenty  of  money. 
The  administration  must  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  raise  the  money  effi¬ 
ciently  and  with  all  possible  savings.  I 
believe  it  is  far  better  to  do  this  than  to 
be  forced  to  raise  taxes. 

I  can  visualize  that  unless  we  raise  the 
debt  limit  sufficiently  we  might  be  in  a 
position  where  we  could  not  meet  the 
bills  contracted.  In  what  position  would 
that  place  the  country  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  were  unable  to  pay  its  bills?  It 
might  bring  about  a  situation  that  would 
be  very  disastrous;  and,  if  Congress  was 
not  in  session  that  would  provoke  an 
awkward  complication. 

Let  me  point  out  this  fact:  We  have 
a  very  able  man  as  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  He  does  not  want  to  spend 
money  if  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  so.  He 
wants  to  keep  expenditures  down.  I 
trust  our  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and 
I  trust  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  I  believe  they  want  to  have  an 
economical  Government  as  well  as  any 
Member  of  the  House.  But  this  coming 
year  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
going  to  have  $50  billion  of  debt  that 
must  be  refinanced.  Are  we  going  to  put 
him  in  a  position  where  he  can  do  that 
refinancing  to  the  best  advantage  of  the 
Government,  or  are  we  going  to  force 
him  occasionally  to  pay  money  because 
he  cannot  raise  the  full  amount  neces¬ 
sary  at  a  single  refinancing. 

I  repeat,  this  is  not  a  question  of  econ¬ 
omy,  and  I  hope  further  it  is  not  a  par¬ 
tisan  question,  because  we  all  want  our 
debt  to  be  as  low  as  possible.  We  all 
want  to  bring  our  finances  into  proper 
order.  This  administration  has  shown 
its  desire  for  keeping  the  debt  limit  down 
when  it  refrained  from  asking  the  in¬ 
crease  last  year  and  was  barely  able  to 
get  through  the  year. 

I  say  to  my  friends,  let  us  not  put  the 
administration  in  a  strait  jacket..  Let  us 
give  them  the  opportunity  to  function  in 
an  orderly  efficient  manner  and  the  way 
which  is  for  the  best  interests  of  the 
country.  Let  us  not  forget  above  all  we 
must  maintain  missile  security  and  that 
will  cost  real  money  which  must  be  paid. 
I  hope  we  will  not  vote  to  recommit  but 
will  pass  this  bill,  which  the  administra¬ 
tion  has  requested  and  needs. 


Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Multer]. 

(Mr.  MULTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
the  harmony  that  prevails,  and  partic¬ 
ularly  after  having  heard  from  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  and  minority  lead¬ 
ers,  both  in  support  of  this  bill,  I  suppose 
I  will  be  accused  of  injecting  partisan¬ 
ship  into  a  matter  that  should  be  and  I 
trust  will  be  finally  disposed  of  on  the 
basis  of  nonpartisanship. 

If  many  of  the  speakers  who  last  night 
participated  in  the  opening  of  the  1958 
Republican  congressional  campaign  had 
been  as  moderate  in  their  language  as  our 
distinguished  minority  leader  I  probably 
would  not  take  the  floor  now.  We  heard 
last  night  almost  every  adjective  in  the 
dictionary  with  an  invidious  connota¬ 
tion,  thrown  out  over  the  air  and  aimed 
at  the  Democrats,  Democratic  policies, 
and  the  Democratic  Party  and  its  office¬ 
holders. 

At  the  expense  of  being  accused  of 
partisanship,  let  me  inject  into  this  de¬ 
bate  these  facts;  irrefutable  facts  from 
the  record. 

It  was  in  1952  that  Candidate  Eisen¬ 
hower  told  the  country  that  $265  billion 
of  debt  was  much  too  much  for  this 
country.  The  debt  limit  was  then  $275 
billion.  We  had  never  exceeded  $265 
billion  up  to  the  time  when  he  took 
office  in  1953.  His  campaign  pledge  of 
1952  was,  regardless  of  anything,  he 
would  reduce  the  national  debt  to  less 
than  $265  billion. 

During  the  first  4  years  of  his  admin¬ 
istration,  at  his  request  and  with  the 
help  of  the  Democratic  Party,  that  debt 
limit  and  that  debt  were  increased,  be¬ 
cause  we  had  to  have  the  money  for  our 
national  security  and  for  the  welfare  of 
our  people. 

In  1956,  forgetting  he  was  also  Presi¬ 
dent,  Candidate  Eisenhower  again  prom¬ 
ised  the  country  “Our  debt  will  be  re¬ 
duced.  The  debt  limit  is  too  high.” 

It  was  an  open  secret  last  year  that 
unofficial  representations  were  made  by 
the  executive  department  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  increase  the  debt  limit  again. 
Just  as  openly  and  just  as  unofficially, 
the  answer  went  back  to  the  White 
House,  “Send  up  an  official  request  and 
the  Democratic  Congress  will  give  this 
country  what  it  needs.”  No  official  re¬ 
quest  came  up,  and  there  was  no 
increase. 

This  year  we  have  an  official  request 
before  us.  I  am  very  happy  that  our 
distinguished  majority  leader  preceded 
me  and  let  you  know  the  Democratic 
policy  and  the  Democratic  program  is — 
and  this  is  a  complete  answer  to  every¬ 
thing  that  was  said  on  the  air  last  night 
as  our  Republican  friends  pointed  the 
finger  at  the  Democrats  and  Democratic 
officeholders,  and  begged  for  a  Republi¬ 
can  Congress — the  complete  answer  is 
that  the  Democratic  Party  always  was 
ready,  willing,  and  able,  and  will  at  all 
times  be  ready,  willing,  and  able  to  give 
this  country,  and  will  give  it,  whatever  it 
needs  for  its  welfare  and  its  security  and 
its  defense,  no  matter  who  the  occupant 
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of  the  White  House  may  be  and  no  mat¬ 
ter  what  his  partisan  politics  may  be. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  and 
our  colleagues  in  that  committee  who 
supported  him  in  bringing  this  bill  to  the 
floor  are  to  be  commended  for  their  cour¬ 
age  and  their  statesmanship. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
call  attention  to  the  fact,  that  the  things 
that  were  said  last  night  recall  to  many 
of  us,  the  days  of  “Prosperity  is  just 
around  the  corner.”  They  promised  us 
more  and  greater  prosperity  even  though 
we  are  just  dripping  with  prosperity  now 
there  was  more  just  around  the  corner. 
It  is  too  bad  that  we  do  not  have  the 
facilities  to  print  photographs  in  our 
Congressional  Record.'  I  would  like  to 
reproduce  this  one. 

Prosperity  is  just  around  the  corner 
but  apples  are  back  on  the  corner  again. 
This  is  a  very  recent  photograph.  If 
you  go  by  the  Social  Security  Building 
any  morning  you  will  find  there  once 
more  an  apple  seller.  He  has  not  been 
able  to  find  that  prosperity  which  is  just 
around  the  corner. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MULTER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Does  the  gentleman 
contend  that  we  have  not  had  a  real  era 
of  prosperity  in  this  country  during  the 
last  2  or  3  years? 

Mr.  MULTER.  Yes,  we  have;  and  we 
can  continue  to  have  it  and  we  should 
have  it.  We  should  not  have  unemploy¬ 
ment  reaching  the  point  where  it  is  to¬ 
day  .where  within  another  month  it  will 
have  reached,  throughout  the  entire 
country,  proportions  that  will  be  labeled 
“distressed  labor  conditions.” 

Mr.  MARTIN.  That  is  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  thinks. 

Mr.  MULTER.  What  I  am  trying  to 
call  your  attention  to  is  that  this  admin¬ 
istration  must  do  something  about  that 
in  order  to  avoid  the  miseries  of  unem¬ 
ployment.  The  Congress  cannot  do  it 
alone.  We  need  leadership  in  the  White 
House  to  do  it.  We  are  not  getting  that 
leadership  today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Multer] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Gwinn], 

Mr.  GWINN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
been  serving  in  the  House  now  nearly 
14  years.  During  this  time  I  have  been 
waiting  for  the  day  when  we  would  set 
a  limitation  on  ourselves,  set  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  our  taxes,  and  set  a  limitation 
on  our  debts.  It  would  seem  to  me  that 
the  logical  argument  here  today  is  that 
we  might  as  well  adjourn  if  we  raise  this 
debt  limit  another  $5  billion.  If  we  are 
going  to  raise  the  debt  limit,  give  unlim¬ 
ited  debt  powers,  unlimited  taxing  pow¬ 
ers  and  assume  that  this  Congress  is 
never  going  to  begin  to  liquidate  those 
Government  projects  that  would  give  us 
billions  in  dollars  in  the  Treasury,  why 
stay  here  and  argue  ? 

We  could  start  with  TVA.  There  are 
a  couple  of  billions  we  can  liquidate  and 
get  in  our  pockets.  Let  us  continue  by 
selling  490,000  housing  units  and  stop 
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building  more  at  the  taxpayers’  expense 
and  more  borrowed  money.  We  could 
stop  Government  lending  which  now 
makes  up  16%  percent  of  all  the  money 
that  is  lent  in  this  country  today.  Let 
us  stop  subsidies  for  food.  Right  now 
we  have  a  $9  billion  loss  in  our  food 
subsidies.  We  could  put  an  end  to  that. 
Does  not  Congress  plan  to  function  after 
this  vote? 

Let  us  stop  reclamation  programs.  Let 
us  not  vote  this  scholarship  fund  of  $1 
billion  which  we  do  not  need,  and  there¬ 
by  increase  our  debt.  Then,  let  us  follow 
some  of  the  military  advice  and  get  into 
some  real  savings.  Let  us  take  the 
Army-Navy  budget  and  reduce  it  accord¬ 
ing  to  General  Bonner-Fellers  by  $9  bil¬ 
lion  and  foreign  aid  by  $5  billion.  Then 
let  us  add  to  the  Air  Force  an  increase 
of  $2  billion,  research  another  billion, 
and  then  ICBM  another  billion.  After 
you  do  all  that  we  would  save  $10  billion 
on  the  military  side  and  expand  our  ex¬ 
penditures  where  they  should  be,  on  the 
Air  Force. 

That  is  not  talking  about  the  little 
fringe  economies  that  the  Hoover  report 
talks  about;  that  is  talking  as  the  Presi¬ 
dent  talked  in  Oklahoma  City.  He  said 
whole  categories  of  our  Socialist  eco¬ 
nomy  must  be  cut  out  if  we  are  going 
to  stop,  ever,  unlimited  taxing  and  un¬ 
limited  deficits  and  unlimited  borrow¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  T  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Boggs]. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  measure  before  the  House, 
and  I  shall  also  oppose  a  motion  to  re¬ 
commit.  I  support  this  measure  because 
I  am  convinced  it  is  necessary  for  the 
orderly  functioning  of  our  Government, 
and  I  am  convinced  that  it  is  necessary 
in  the  interest  of  economy  and  efficiency 
to  support  it.  I  feel,  however,  I  would 
be  remiss  as  a  Member  of  this  body  if 
I  did  not  point  out  some  of  the  things 
which  I  have  noted  in  the  past  few  years 
and  some  of  the  interpretations  that 
have  been  placed  upon  these  events.  I 
realize,  of  course,  that  under  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  government  it  is  difficult  to  make 
any  statement  without  being  accused 
of  partisanship.  Under  our  system,  I 
have  never  been  too  concerned  about 
whether  or  not  there  would  be  some  de¬ 
gree  of  partisanship.  I  think  it  would 
be  a  terrible  thing  if  we  had  a  monolithic 
type  of  government  and  we  were  de¬ 
prived  of  the  opportunity  of  criticizing  or 
pointing  out  deficiencies,  whether  it  be  in 
my  party  or  in  the  opposition  party.  I 
trust  that  my  remarks  today  will  not 
be  interpreted  as  partisan.  As  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  they  are  completely  and 
totally  factual. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  third  or 
fourth  time  in  the  last  5  years  of  this  so- 
called  sound  administration  that  we 
have  been  requested  to  raise  the  national 
debt  limit.  The  only  time  in  the  previous 
administration  under  President  Truman 
that  we  changed  the  debt  limit  was  when 
we  reduced  it  from  $300  billion  down  to 
$275  billion. 

In  1954  we  increased  the  statutory  debt 
limit  to  $281  billion  or  by  $6  billion. 
Again,  in  1955  we  acted  maintaining 


that  figure  at  $281  billion.  It  was  set  in 
1956  at  $278  billion.  Now  it  is  requested 
that  we  increase  it  to  $280  billion.  Dur¬ 
ing  this  same  period  of  time  the  na¬ 
tional  debt  has  increased  from  about 
$267  billion  to  approximate^  $274  billion. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  has  been  a 
net  increase  approximately  of  $7  billion 
in  the  national  debt  since  the  conclusion 
of  the  Korean  conflict.  Most  of  the  cost 
of  that  conflict  was  paid  for  by  current 
revenues. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  pointed  out  here 
some  years  ago  that  this  administration, 
as  far  as  I  was  able  to  ascertain,  was 
the  first  administration  which  had  ac¬ 
tually  recommended  deficit  financing, 
because  when  we  had  a  budget  which 
everybody  knew  would  be  out  of  balance 
4  or  5  billion  dollars,  no  recommenda¬ 
tions  were  made  that  revenues  be  raised 
to  make  up  for  that  deficit. 

Frankly,  I  am  concerned  about  our 
economic  condition,  and  I  want  to  make 
a  statement.  I  am  not  saying  this  in  any 
criticism  of  the  present  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  because  I  think  he  is  tremen¬ 
dously  able  and  I  admire  him  very  much. 
What  I  am  pointing  out  are  facts  that 
cannot  be  denied.  If  I  felt  that  our  eco¬ 
nomic  condition  had  improved  I  would 
not  be  here  talking  to  you  today. 

But  let  us  look  at  the  situation.  Do 
you  remember  some  years  ago  we  heard 
a  lot  about  inflation.  Well,  is  the  value 
of  the  dollar  more  or  less  than  it  was 
then?  As  a  matter  of  fact,  again  last 
month  the  cost  of  living  reached  its  high¬ 
est  peak  in  history.  The  strange  thing 
about  this  inflation  is  that  it  is  occurring 
at  a  time  when  unemployment  is  in¬ 
creasing.  Would  any  of  us  here  say  we 
are  satisfied  with  the  economic  condi¬ 
tions  as  they  exist?  In  the  month  just 
concluded  we  had  more  unemployment 
than  at  any  time  in  the  last  decade,  if 
my  figures  are  correct. 

What  about  servicing  this  debt?  The 
debt  is  only  about  9  or  10  billion  dollars 
more  than  it  was  5  years  ago,  although 
I  am  sorry  to  report  it  is  even  a  nickel 
more.  But  despite  the  fact  that  it  is  only 
a  few  billion  dollars  more  than  it  was, 
the  cost  of  servicing  this  debt  has  almost 
doubled.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  only  re¬ 
cently,  for  short-term  credit,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  paid  more  a  few  months  back 
than  it  had  paid  at  any  time,  I  think, 
since  sometime  back  in  the  twenties. 

Now,  is  all  of  this  healthy  for  our 
economy?  I  am  afraid  it  is  not.  We 
had  fewer  housing  starts  last  year  than 
we  had  for  many  years.  We  have  more 
unemployment  than  we  had  in  many 
years.  We  have  more  real  doubt  about 
the  efficiency  and  the  stability  of  the 
Government  than  at  any  time  that  I  can 
remember.  Have  we  gotten  better  de¬ 
fense  for  this  money?  Well,  I  do  not 
know.  I  am  certainly  no  expert  on  de¬ 
fense,  but  every  time  I  pick  up  a  publica¬ 
tion  which  contains  the  expressions  of 
experts,  every  time  I  read  the  expres¬ 
sions  of  experts  before  congressional 
groups  in  this  body  and  in  the  other 
body,  I  find  that  they  say  we  have  fallen 
tremendously  behind  in  defense.  And 
I  have  seen  charts  published  in  maga¬ 
zines  which  have  not  been  particularly 
friendly  to  my  side  of  the  aisle  which  in- 
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dicate  that  our  enemy,  the  Russians, 
have  forged  considerably  ahead  of  us. 
And  I  saw  some  figures  this  morning 
which  showed  that  this  budget,  as  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  approaching  fiscal  year, 
namely,  1959,  insofar  as  defense  is  con¬ 
cerned,  will  only  pick  up  the  additional 
cost  brought  about  by  the  continuing 
inflation. 

So  again  I  say  that  here  in  this  most 
vital  area  of  all,  namely,  the  security 
and  the  defense  of  all  of  us  as  Ameri¬ 
cans,  we  do  not  have  too  much  to  feel 
secure  about.  Frankly,  I  wish  it  were 
otherwise.  I  wish  that  we  had  checked 
inflation.  I  wish  that  we  had  pursued 
economic  policies  which  would  not  have 
encouraged  unemployment.  I  wish  that 
our  gross  national  product  had  kept  up. 
That,  to  me,  is  one  of  the  most  distress¬ 
ing  signs  of  all.  You  know,  we  are  in  a 
great  growing  country.  The  population 
of  the  United  States  of  America  today 
is  something  like  173  million  or  there¬ 
abouts.  This  means  that  each  year,  as 
young  men  and  young  women  come  into 
the  labor  force,  we  must  create  new  jobs, 
new  opportunities,  new  employment. 
And  this  is  particularly  true  in  light  of  , 
the  tremendous  technological  changes 
which  are  now  taking  place.  Automa¬ 
tion  is  taking  the  place  of  labor  in  many 
vast  industries  in  our  country ;  so  that,  if 
the  gross  national  product  does  not  con¬ 
tinue  to  advance,  then  unemployment 
increases  even  though  employment  itself 
remains  stable.  These  are  all  frighten¬ 
ing  aspects  of  our  economy.  And  I  can 
well  understand  how  at  public  caucuses  it 
is  customary  to  point  with  pride,  as  was 
done  last  night;  but  frankly,  as  you  ex¬ 
amine  this  economy  and  look  at  it,  there 
is  less  to  point  to  with  pride  and  more  to 
look  at  with  real  concern.  Look  at  agri¬ 
culture.  Why,  I  have  seen  figures  that 
more  families  have  left  the  farms  in  the 
last  few  years  than  in  previous  genera¬ 
tions.  All  through  the  farming  areas  of 
our  country  there  is  a  feeling  that  these 
people  who  contribute  the  food  and  the 
fibers  which  feed  and  clothe  our  people 
are  the  forgotten  segment  of  our  econ¬ 
omy.  So  that  we  have  our  job  cut  out  | 
for  us.  We  have  a  crisis  in  the  defense 
program;  we  have  real  trouble  at  home 
on  the  domestic  scene;  we  have  continu¬ 
ing  inflation;  we  have  growing  unem¬ 
ployment;  and  we  have  a  growing  debt. 
And  we  face  the  prospect  of  additional 
deficit  financing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this  bill 
certainly  not  out  of  any  feeling  that  it 
will  cure  these  ills;  because  it  will  not; 
but  I  support  it  because,  if  it  is  not 
passed,  the  ills  which  I  have  enumerated 
will  become  even  more  acute. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Jensen], 

(Mr.  JENSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry  this  bill  to  raise  our  Federal  debt 
limit  is  before  us  today.  It  seems  to  me 
there  is  a  way  to  make  such  a  request 
unnecessary — at  least,  at  this  time. 

Now  when  an  individual,  a  company 
or  a  corporation  finds  it  is  about  to  go  in 
the  red,  but  knows  it  will  in  a  short  time 
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receive  income  to  again  put  it  in  the 
black,  it  asks  its  creditors  for  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  time  to  meet  its  obligations. 

In  this  particular  instance,  the  next  3 
months  are  the  big  income-tax-collect¬ 
ing  months.  It  might  well  be  that  by 
Uncle  Sam  paying  only  the  bills  which 
absolutely  must  be  paid  during  that  time, 
it  can  be  proven  that  it  will  not  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  raise  the  debt  ceiling.  Congress 
will  still  be  in  session,  and  should  we 
find  it  absolutely  necessary  to  raise  the 
debt  ceiling,  it  can  still  be  done  and  no 
harm  done.  Surely,  it  is  worth  trying, 
instead  of  doing  it  this  easy  way.  Sammy 
has  proved  to  be  a  liberal  spender  for 
the  past  25  years,  you  know.  It  is  time 
Papa — the  taxpayers — said  to  Sammy, 
“You  better  be  careful,  old  boy,  or  soon 
you  might  not  have  the  dollars  nor  the 
credit  to  help  yourself  or  any  one  else — 
here  or  abroad — to  wage  peace,  let  alone 
war.” 

It  may  be  that  to  raise  the  debt  limit 
hei’e  requested  will  not  touch  off  uncon¬ 
trolled  inflation;  but  who  knows  All  we 
need  do  is  to  look  at  every  nation  in  this 
world  that  made  federal  spending  easy, 
and  that  has  happened  to  over  one-half 
the  nations  of  the  world;  and  what  do  we 
find  there — uncontrolled  inflation,  strife, 
and  hungry,  restless  people,  to  say  the 
least. 

Perhaps  this  is  not  the  straw  that  will 
break  our  backs — not  the  camels — but  I, 
for  one,  will  not  take  the  chance;  at 
least,  until  I  know  it  is  more  necessary 
than  it  is  today,  or  at  least  until  we 
have  tried  the  solution  I  have  just 
suggested. 

You  may  say,  “Oh,  let  us  do  it  now, 
just  look  at  the  size  of  the  budget  for 
1959.  That  if  we  do  not  do  it  now  and 
get  it  over  with,  we  will  have  to  do  it 
anyway  before  this  session  ends.”  Now, 
will  we?  Let  us  not  be  too  sure.  Re¬ 
member  that,  generally  speaking,  the 
American  people — our  boss — want  every 
possible  penny  saved  in  nonmilitary 
spending  and  while  it  is  true  most  every¬ 
body  wants  more  than  adequate  spend¬ 
ing  for  the  military,  I  am  sure  they  ex¬ 
pect  us  to  get  as  near  100  cents  worth  of 
security  for  every  dollar  spent  as  is  safely 
and  humanly  possible. 

And,  so  I  am  sure  you  can  expect  this 
Congress  will  reduce  the  budget  request 
for  fiscal  year  1959  by  at  least  $3  billion. 
Consequently,  if  anticipated  revenues  be¬ 
come  a  reality,  it  is  very  possible  that  we 
will  have  a  balanced  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1959. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Thomson]. 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  Russian  policies  have  been 
consistent  over  the  years,  as  I  have  ob¬ 
served  them,  alarmingly  so.  The  mis¬ 
sion  of  Russia  has  been  world  domina¬ 
tion.  They  have  made  strategic  with¬ 
drawals,  it  is  true,  but  there  has  been 
no  abandonment  of  their  policy.  Just 
as  consistently  Russia  has  repeatedly 
said  that  they  will  accomplish  their  ob¬ 
jective  by  destroying  America  from  with¬ 
in,  by  destroying  us  economically. 


Time  does  not  permit  my  going  into  a 
discussion  of  that  in  full.  The  Presi¬ 
dent,  though,  has  presented  a  precar¬ 
iously  balanced  budget.  Some  people 
here  today  have  suggested  that  it  is 
overly  optimistic,  with  revenues  overesti¬ 
mated  and  expenditures  understated. 
Be  that  as  it  may,  the  President  himself, 
in  his  state  .of  the  Union  message,  indi¬ 
cated  that  for  Congress  to  meet  its  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  to  bring  about  a  balanced 
budget,  it  is  necessary  that  we  exercise 
restraint,  and  that  we  must  eliminate 
expenditures  for  unnecessary  and  im¬ 
proper  Federal  programs. 

I  personally  believe  that  by  doing  this, 
by  cutting  foreign  aid,  by  eliminating  a 
major  portion  if  not  all  of  the  proposed 
Federal-aid-to-education  recommenda¬ 
tions,  by  elimination  of  waste  in  the 
military  and  by  other  means  we  can  ade¬ 
quately  provide  for  the  security  and  de¬ 
fense  of  this  country  and  at  the  same 
time  provide  the  necessary  and  proper 
Federal  programs  here  at  home,  pay 
something  on  the  national  debt  and  still, 
perhaps,  have  a  most  needed  reduction 
in  taxes.  I  am  ready  to  devote  myself 
to  the  accomplishment  of  these  objec¬ 
tives. 

There  have  been  other  reactions  to 
his  message,  though.  According  to  re¬ 
ports  that  we  read  in  the  press,  there 
are  powerful  forces  within  the  liberal 
element,  of  the  Democrat  Party  particu¬ 
larly,  including  some  who  are  Members 
of  this  body,  who  have  indicated  that 
they  will  push  for  $2  billion  more  than 
the  President  has  requested  for  military 
or  defense  spending,  whether  it  can  be 
well  spent  or  not.  Reading  would  sug¬ 
gest  an  effort  to  get  off  a  political  hook 
or  to  make  political  hay.  Furthermore, 
they  have  indicated  that  they  are  go¬ 
ing  to  push  for  all  present  and  many  ad¬ 
ditional  Federal  Government  programs 
right  here  at  home  even  if  it  means  an 
unbalanced  budget  and  going  back  to 
deficit  spending.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sug¬ 
gest  to  you  that  if  we  increase  the  debt 
limitation  more  than  is  necessary,  we 
are  playing  right  into  the  hands  of  those 
who  would  so  have  us  abandon  fiscal 
responsibility. 

Regardless  of  the  good  intentions  of 
the  Executive  and  of  responsible  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  that  have  been  ex¬ 
pressed  here  today,  we  would  be  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  accomplishment  of  the 
objective  of  those  who  are  for  fiscal  ir¬ 
responsibility  and  wholesale  deficit 
spending  if  we  vote  to  raise  the  debt 
ceiling  any  more  than  is  reasonably  re¬ 
quired  for  management  purposes.  I  can 
understand  and  agree  with  the  necessity 
for  maneuverability  and  the  possibility 
of  interest  savings,  and  so  forth,  if  that  is 
provided.  We  should  not,  however,  raise 
the  debt  ceiling  one  more  cent  than  is 
necessary  for  this,  or  we  will  be  playing 
into  the  hands  of  the  big  spenders.  I 
suggest  to  you  on  the  basis  of  the  very 
able  statement  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin,  [Mr.  Byrnes],  that  we 
can  live  and  that  the  administration 
can  live  and  accomplish  its  avowed  ob¬ 
jectives  with  an  increase  of  $3  billion. 

I  intend  to  vote  for  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  and  to  substitute  that  figure,  and 
I  urge  you  to  do  likewise.  If  this  is 


accomplished,  then  those  who  are  urging 
big  spending,  for  political  purposes  and 
otherwise,  will  be  faced  with  the  proposi¬ 
tion  of  themselves  having  to  present  a 
resolution  for  further  extension  of  the 
debt  ceiling  to  cover  the  deficit  spending. 
That  is  as  it  should  be.  It  will  properly 
brand  them  in  the  eyes  of  the  American 
public  as  the  ones  who  are  leading  this 
country  to  economic  ruin.  Speaking  for 
myself,  I  am  not  going  to  vote  for  an 
unnecessary  increase  in  raising  the  debt 
ceiling  to  help  them  accomplish  their 
purpose,  either  now  or  later.  Let  the 
people  who  are  for  the  deficit  spending 
come  to  the  well  of  this  House  and  pre¬ 
sent  a  resolution  to  cover  the  additional 
indebtedness  that  will  have  to  be  borne 
by  ourselves  and  future  generations  of 
Americans,  thereby  contributing  to  the 
destruction  of  America  from  within  by 
destroying  us  economically.  We  are  en¬ 
titled  to  a  record  vote  on  that  issue. 
Right  now  we  should  support  the  motion 
to  recommit,  which  will  supply  all  of 
the  funds  necessary  for  better  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  debt,  for  carrying  the  ex¬ 
penditures  through  the  lag  time  between 
outgo  and  periods  of  heavy  receipts,  and 
for  other  purposes.  If  anything  more 
than  the  $3  billion  can  be  justified,  which 
has  not  been  done  here  today,  let  that 
justification  be  made  in  the  other  body 
or  at  a  later  date. 

We  can  correct  our  error  without  diffi¬ 
culty  if  we  have  not  provided  enough. 
If  we  vote  too  much,  those  who  follow 
the  course  of  fiscal  irresponsibility  will 
fix  it  so  that  the  only  way  the  error  can 
be  corrected  is  by  paying  off  the  addi¬ 
tional  debt  incurred  through  ill-consid¬ 
ered  and  unnecessary  expenditures. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  would  think,  to 
hear  some  of  the  speeches,  that  we  are 
in  a  deplorable  condition.  We  seem  to 
be  trying  to  develop  an  inferiority  com¬ 
plex.  I  still  believe  that  we  are  the 
greatest  free  Government  on  the  face  of 
the  earth.  I  still  believe  that  we  have 
a  sound  defense.  I  still  believe  in  my 
Government  from  A  to  Z. 

For  the  almost  40  years  I  have  been 
in  Congress  I  have  always  voted  for 
economy,  because  I  believed  it  was  es¬ 
sential  that  our  country  should  be  fis¬ 
cally  sound.  I  believe  also  in  our  public 
officials.  I  know  they  are  not  spending 
any  money  except  what  Congress  has 
authorized.  I  believe  that  when  they 
study,  as  they  have  to  study  night  and 
day,  the  fiscal  affairs  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  then  bring  their  knowledge 
to  us  before  our  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  we  hear  them,  they  are  en¬ 
titled  to  respect  and  consideration.  I 
believe  they  are  people  who  are  loyal  to 
this  Government. 

I  urge  you  today  not  to  try  to  cripple 
this  Government  when  you  know  that 
this  extension  of  $5  billion  is  considered 
necessary,  necessary  by  our  committee, 
necessary  by  our  officials  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  who  administer  the  funds 
we  appropriate  here.  I  urge  you  to  sup¬ 
port  this  bill. 

I  have  been  for  economy,  as  you  know, 
all  these  years,  and  I  am  proud  of  that 
record.  My  district  is  proud  of  that 
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record.  My  people  know  that  I  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  fight  for  the  solvency  of  this 
Government.  I  know  from  the  testi¬ 
mony  that  came  before  our  committee 
that  this  $5 -billion  increase  is  needed. 
I  think  we  should  protect  our  country 
and  fight  for  our  country  all  the  way. 
That  is  what  I  intend  to  do  while  I  am 
in  Congress. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  REED.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Illinois. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  I  rise  humbly  to  pay 
tribute  to  the  man  in  the  House  who  to 
me  has  stood  for  the  best  Government, 
the  greatest  economy  in  Government, 
the  greatest  personal  integrity  in  Gov¬ 
ernment,  more  than  anyone  else  I  have 
known  during  the  8  years  I  have  been 
here. 

Recalling  the  history  that  has  been 
given  in  brief  here  this  afternoon,  I 


wonder  whether  the  gentleman  would 
be  kind  enough  to  insert  in  the  record 
of  today’s  committee  session  a  complete 
history  of  the  rise  in  the  debt  from  1935 
to  1952. 

Mr.  REED.  I  thank  the  gentlewoman 
for  her  compliments.  I  cannot  plead 
guilty  to  her  kind  personal  tribute  to 
me.  Of  course,  it  is  highly  pleasing.  I 
will  try  to  accommodate  the  gentle¬ 
woman  by  putting  in  the  Record  the 
facts  she  has  asked  for. 


Table  1. — Debt  limitation  under  sec.  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  history  of  legislation  {1934-57) 


Act: 

Jan.  30,  1934,  amending  sec.  18  (48  Stat.  343)  increased  authority  for  notes  outstanding  to . . . . . .  1  $10, 000, 000,  000 

Tob.  4,  1935: 

Amending  sec.  1  (49  Stat.  20)  limited  bonds  outstanding  establishing  revolving  authority  to _  1  25, 000, 000, 000 

New  sec.  21  added  (49  Stat.  21)  consolidated  authority  for  certificates  and  bills  (sec.  5)  and  authority  for  notes  (sec.  18).  Same  aggregate  amount  out¬ 
standing  _ 1 _  >  20, 000, 000, 000 

New  sec.  22  added  (49  Stat.  21)  authorized  United  States  savings  bonds  within  authority  of  sec.  1. 

May  26,  1938,  amending  secs.  1  and  21  (52  Stat.  447)  consolidated  in  sec.  21,  authority  for  bonds,  certificates  of  indebtedness.  Treasury  bills  and  notes  (out¬ 
standing  bonds  limited  to  $30,000,000,000).  Same  aggregate  total  outstanding _  1  45, 000, 000, 000 

July  20,  1939  (53  Stat.  1071),  amending  sec.  21  removed  limitation  on  bonds  without  change  total  authorized  outstanding  of  bonds,  certificates  of  indebted¬ 
ness,  Treasury  bills  and  notes _ _ _ _  i  45, 000, 000, 000 


June  25,  1940,  (54  Stat.  526),  sec.  302,  sec.  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  is  hereby  further  amended  by  inserting  “  (a)”  after  “21.”  and 
by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section  a  new  paragraph  as  follows: 

“  (b)  In  addition  to  the  amount  authorized  by  the  preceding  paragraph  of  this  section,  any  obligations  authorized  by  sections  5  and  18  of  this  Act,  as  ' 


amended,  not  to  exceed  in  the  aggregate  $4,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time,  less  any  retirements  made  from  the  special  fund  made  available 
under  section  301  of  the  Revenue  Act  of  1940,  may  be  issued  under  said  sections  to  provide  the  Treasury  with  funds  to  meet  any  expenditures  made, 
after  June  30,  1940,  for  the  national  defense,  or  to  reimburse  the  general  fund  of  theTreasury  therefore,  any  such  obligations  so  issued  shall  be  desig¬ 
nated  ‘national  defense  series’.”..' _ _ _ _ _ _ _  2  4, 000, 000, 000 

Teh.  19,  1941  (55  Stat.  7),  amending  sec.  21  to  read  “Provided  that  the  face  amount  of  obligations  issued  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  shall  not  exceed 

in  the  aggregate  $65,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time.”  Eliminates  separate  authority  for  $4,000,000,000  of  national  defense  series  obligations _  !  65, 000, 000, 000 

Mar.  28,  1942  (66  Stat.  189),  amending  sec.  21  increasing  limitation  to  $125,000,000,000 _ _  1  126, 000, 000, 000 

Apr.  10,  1943  (57  Stat.  63),  amending  sec.  21  increasing  limitation  to  $210,000,000,000 _ _  1  210, 000, 000, 000 

June  9,  1944  (58  Stat.  272),  amending  sec.  21  increasing  limitation  to  $260,000,000,000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1  260, 000, 000, 000 

Apr.  3,  1945  (59  Stat.  47),  amending  sec.  21  to  read:  “The  face  amount  of  obligations  issued  under  authority  of  this  Act,  and  the  face  amount  of  obligations 
guaranteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States  (except  such  guaranteed  obligations  as  may  be  held  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury),  shall  . 

not  exceed  in  the  aggregate  $300,000,000,000  outstanding  at  any  one  time.” _ _ _  1  300, 000,  000,  000 

June  26, 1946  (60  Stat.  316),  amending  sec.  21  decreasing  limitation  to  $275,000,000,000  and  adding,  “the  current  redemption  value  of  any  obligation  issued  on  \ 

a  discount  basis  which  is  redeemable  prior  to  maturity  at  the  option  of  the  holder  thereof  shall  be  considered,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  to  be  the 

face  amount  of  such  obligation” _ i  275,  000, 000, 000 

Aug.  28,  1954  (68  Stat.  895),  amending  sec.  21.  effective  Aug.  28,  1954,  and  ending  June  30,  1955,  temporarily  increasing  limitation  by  $6,000,000,000  to _  1  281, 000, 000, 000 

June  30,  1955  (69  Stat.  241),  amending  Aug.  28,  1954,  act,  by  extending  until  June  30,  1956,  increase  in  limitation  to _  1  281,  000,  000, 000 

July  9,  1956  (70  Stat.  519): 

Amending  act  of  Aug.  28, 1954,  temporarily  increasing  limitation  by  $3,000,000,000,  for  period  beginning  on  July  1,  1956,  and  ending  on  June  30,  1957,  to..  1  278, 000, 000, 000 
Effective  July  1, 1957,  temporary  increase  terminates  and  limitation  reverts,  under  act  of  June  26,  1946,  to _ : _ i _  1  275, 000, 000, 000 

•  Limitation  on  outstanding.  s  Limitation  on  issues  less  retirements. 


Table  2. — Budget  receipts  and  expenditures 
and  public  debt 


[Fiscal  years.  In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 

Budget 

receipts 

Budget 

expend¬ 

itures 

Surplus 
(+  or 
deficit  (— ) 

Public 
debt  at 
end  of 
year 

1933.. . . 

2, 

021 

4, 

623 

-2,  602 

22,  539 

1934. . 

3, 

064 

0, 

694 

-3,  630 

27,053 

1935.. . . 

3, 

730 

6, 

521 

-2,  791 

28,  701 

1936. . 

4, 

069 

8, 

493 

-4,  425 

33,  779 

1937 _ _ 

4. 

979 

7, 

756 

-2,  777 

36,  425 

1938. . . . 

5, 

615 

6, 

792 

-1, 177 

37, 165 

1939... . . 

4, 

996 

8, 

858 

-3,  862 

40,  440 

1940 _ _ 

6, 

144 

9, 

062 

-3,  918 

42,  968 

1941. . . 

7, 

103 

13, 

262 

-6, 159 

48,  961 

1942 _ _ 

12, 

555 

34, 

046 

-21,  490 

72,  422 

1943. . . 

21, 

987 

79, 

407 

-57,  420 

136,  696 

1944. . . 

43, 

635 

95. 

059 

-51,  423 

201,  003 

1945. . . 

44, 

475 

98, 

416 

-53,941 

258,  682 

1946 _ 

39, 

771 

60, 

448 

-20,  676 

269,  422 

1947. . . 

39, 

786 

39, 

032 

+754 

258,  286 

1948 _ _ 

41, 

488 

33, 

069 

+8,  419 

252,  292 

1949 . . 

37, 

696 

39, 

507 

-1,  811 

252,  770 

1950 . 

36, 

495 

39. 

617 

-3, 122 

257,  357 

1951.. . . 

47, 

568 

44, 

058 

+3,  510 

255,  222 

1952 _ _ 

61, 

391 

65, 

408 

-4,  017 

259, 105 

1953 . . 

64, 

S25 

74, 

274 

-9,  449 

266,  071 

1954. _ _ 

64, 

655 

67, 

772 

-3, 117 

271,  260 

1955... . . 

60, 

390 

64, 

570 

-4,  180 

274,  374 

1956 _ _ 

68. 

165 

66, 

540 

+1,  626 

272,  751 

1957 _ 

71, 

029 

69, 

433 

+1,  596 

270,  527 

1958  (estimate)... 

72, 

400 

72, 

788 

-388 

271,  200 

1959  (estimate)... 

74, 

400 

73, 

934 

+466 

271,  200 

Note. — The  change  in  the  public  debt  from  year  to 
year  reflects  not  only  the  budget  surplus  or  deficit  but 
also  changes  in  the  Treasury’s  cash  balances,  the  effect  of 
certain  trust  fund  transactions,  and  direct  borrowing 
from  the  public  by  certain  Government  enterprises. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  ForandL 
Mr.  FORAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of 
all  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
add  my  tribute  to  those  already  paid 
here  today  to  our  new  chairman  of  the 


Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  It  has 
been  my  pleasure  to  work  with  him 
closely  now  for  a  number  of  years.  I 
have  learned  to  respect  and  admire  him. 
While  we  have  suffered  a  great  loss  in 
the  passing  of  our  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  Honorable  Jere  Cooper,  we 
are  most  fortunate  to  have  as  his  suc¬ 
cessor  my  good  friend,  Wilbur  Mills. 

For  the  last  few  hours  we  have  been 
discussing  the  necessity  for  increasing 
the  debt  limit.  We  have  heard  argu¬ 
ments  pro  and  con,  and  I  do  not  intend 
to  belabor  the  question  further.  How¬ 
ever,  I  want  the  Members  to  know  that 
I  am  one  of  those  who  believe  in  the  sol¬ 
vency  of  our  Government,  one  of  those 
who  believe  that  we  should  cut  expendi¬ 
tures  where  we  can  cut  them  without 
hurting  either  our  national  defense,  our 
general  welfare,  or  our  economy.  I  am 
one  who  has  always  been  reluctant  to  see 
the  ceiling  of  our  national  public  debt 
raised,  but  after  hearing  the  testimony 
that  was  presented  to  our  committee 
this  past  week,  I  come  to  you  and  say, 
“My  colleagues,  I  am  going  to  vote  for 
this  resolution,  and  I  think  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  America  you,  too,  should  do  the 
same  thing.” 

It  is  most  important  that  the  ceiling 
on  the  public  debt  be  increased  by  $5 
billion,  as  this  resolution  provides.  If 
you  had  the  privilege  of  listening  to  all 
the  testimony  that  we  did,  and  I  certainly 
hope  you  Will  read  the  hearings  when 
they  are  made  available,  you  would  find 
real  necessity  for  this  action.  In  fact, 
we  were  told  that  one  time  last  fall  the 


cash  balance  in  the  Treasury  was  so  low 
that  when  the  Treasury  was  seeking  to 
transfer  funds  from  one  depository  to 
another  in  order  to  meet  bills,  if  a  severe 
storm  had  interfered  with  the  transfer 
of  that  money  millions  of  our  aged  peo¬ 
ple  and  millions  of  pensioners  would 
not  have  been  able  to  get  their  pensions 
on  time.  I  say  there  is  an  urgent  rea¬ 
son,  that  reason  alone,  to  provide  the 
monthly  checks  for  our  pensioners,  for 
passing  this  legislation. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORAND.  I  yield  if  I  have  time. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  referred  to  our  late 
beloved  colleague,  Jere  Cooper,  in  a  very 
fitting  way,  and  how  fortunate  we  were, 
with  the  act  of  God  taking  him  away 
from  us,  in  having  as  chairman  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  our  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills!.  There  is  no 
Member  of  the  House  who  is  more  greatly 
respected  than  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills!  not  only  for  his 
extraordinary  ability,  but  for  his  devo¬ 
tion  to  duty,  and  above  all  for  his  fine 
ethical  outlook  on  life. 

An  illustration  of  his  leadership,  show¬ 
ing  the  elements  of  leadership  that  he 
possesses  is  the  fact,  as  I  remember,  this 
recommendation  for  a  temporary  in¬ 
crease  of  $5  billion  in  the  national  debt 
ceiling  was  made  on  Tuesday  of  last 
week.  On  Friday  of  last  week  the  chair- 
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man  called  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  together  for  public  hearings. 
And  the  bill  was  reported  out,  and  the 
bill  is  now  before  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  today.  In  other  words,  within 
a  period  of  1  week  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  measures  of  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  was  messaged  to  the  Congress,  and 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  under 
the  leadership  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills],  held  hearings 
and  reported  the  bill  out  and  the  bill  is 
now  before  the  House.  I  think  that  is 
leadership  of  an  outstanding  nature  and 
is  a  compliment  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  and  his  leadership. 

Mr.  FORAND.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack] 
and  I  point  out  that  the  reason  for  that 
speed  was  not  because  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  had  nothing  to  do,  be¬ 
cause  as  you  all  know  we  are  holding 
hearings  on  tax  revision  and  our  sched¬ 
ule  calls  for  us  to  hear  from  18  or  19 
witnesses  each  day,  but  because  of  the 
urgency  of  this  situation  and  the  non- 
partisanship  involved,  our  leader  called 
us  together  and  action  was  expedited. 
For  that  I  compliment  him. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Forand]  has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neal]. 

(Mr.  NEAL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  argu¬ 
ment  presented  by  members  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  have  convinced 
me  that  a  precarious  margin  between 
the  anticipated  commitments  and  the 
debt  limit  does  exist. 

As  has  been  said  this  is  because  the 
Congress  has  been  too  liberal  in  its  ap¬ 
propriations.  Now  it  becomes  necessary 
for  the  Congress  to  acknowledge  its  mis¬ 
takes  and  call  upon  the  taxpayers  to 
cover  for  them. 

Extension  of  the  debt  limit  is  requested 
as  an  emergency  measure.  Like  similar 
emergency  requests  it  is  most  certain  to 
become  permanent. 

The  national  debt  of  the  United  States 
of  America  is  twice  the  size  of  the  total 
debt  of  all  our  allies  with  whom  we  are 
fighting  a  cold  war.  Nearly  every  one  of 
these  allied  governments  is  taking  radi¬ 
cal  steps  to  reduce  its  commitments, 
hoping  to  bolster  its  economy  and  sta¬ 
bilize  its  financial  structure. 

While  I  recognize  and  fully  approve 
our  Government’s  expenditures  for  our 
own  defense  I  cannot  approve  increas¬ 
ing  allocation  of  American  taxpayers’ 
money  to  restore  the  solvency  of  foreign 
countries  that  indicate  thier  readiness 
to  believe  they  must  assume  a  soft  atti¬ 
tude  toward  our  powerful  antagonist. 

America’s  strength  and  survival  de¬ 
pends  ultimately  upon  our  own  solvency. 
Solvency  just  cannot  be  preserved  if  we 
continue  deficit  spending  with  its  accom¬ 
panying  inflation.  It  is  time  we  resolve 
to  avoid  further  debt  and  adopt  a  pay- 
as-we-go  policy.  Better  an  increase  in 
tax  now  to  keep  our  fiscal  house  in  order 


than  mislead  our  people  into  believing 
all  is  well. 

If  Russia,  by  squeezing  the  lifeblood 
of  her  people  can  create  a  superior  mili¬ 
tary  force  to  threaten  the  democratic 
world,  most  certainly  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  will  willingly  contribute  from  their 
incomes  the  necessary  cost  of  building 
a  defense  system  to  protect  them  from 
foreign  aggression  and  from  internal 
financial  bankruptcy. 

National  debt  and  inflation  can  de¬ 
stroy  America  just  as  surely  as  defeat 
in  war.  Rather  than  destroy  ourselves 
by  spending  abroad  where  experience 
shows  its  futility,  let  us  put  our  own  house 
in  order.  America,  strong,  united,  sol¬ 
vent,  and  determined,  can  maintain 
world  leadership;  otherwise  our  chances 
of  survival  against  a  ruthless,  dictatorial, 
slave-driving  Communist  enemy  are  nil. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  the  second 
year  of  the  second  term  of  Mr.  Eisen¬ 
hower  starts  off,  as  others,  with  beauti¬ 
ful  promises,  high  sounding  and  descrip¬ 
tive  phrases,  and  the  stark  realism  that 
inflation  continues.  There  is  no  real  ef¬ 
fort  on  the  part  of  this  administration 
to  check  it.  This  administration  lacks 
a  sincerity  of  purpose,  and  its  hypocrisy 
must  be  exposed. 

We  are  asked  to  increase,  temporarily, 
the  public  debt  limit:  We  are  asked  to 
give  the  Treasury  Department  a  free 
hand  to  obligate  us  $5  billion  above  the 
present  authority.  By  this  request  the 
administration  has  admitted  its  failure 
to  cope  with  the  problem  of  inflation 
and  provide  a  program  to  return  to  a 
sound  dollar. 

It  is  therefore  evident  that  we  can  ex¬ 
pect  no  leadership  in  tightening  the  belt 
by  the  administration.  The  Congress, 
must,  therefore  draw  the  line.  The 
Congress  could,  if  it  would,  take  the 
reins  of  leadership  toward  economy  and 
efficiency  in  Government,  and  I  am 
ready  to  vote  for  such  a  program. 

Last  night,  in  an  effort  to  discredit  the 
Democratic  Party,  Assistant  President — 
some  give  him  credit  for  having  much 
more  power  and  say-so  than  “assist¬ 
ant” — Sherman  Adams  tried  to  side¬ 
track  the  American  people  from  think¬ 
ing  of  their  serious  home-front  fiscal 
and  economic  problems.  He  began  to 
talk  about  Pearl  Harbor. 

What  we  in  America  want  of  the 
President  and  his  advisers  is  a  fact-fac¬ 
ing  realization  of  our  home-front  diffi¬ 
culties,  and  recommendation  for  con¬ 
structive  legislation  to  correct  it.  For 
the  last  5  years  the  record  of  the  Re¬ 
publican  administration  on  the  home 
front  may  be  summed  up  in  two  words: 
failure  and  insincerity. 

The  farmer,  under  this  administra¬ 
tion  has  suffered  disastrously.  He  is  in 
debt.  He  wants  relief.  He  wants  tax 
relief  and  he  is  tired  of  wasteful  Govern¬ 
ment  spending. 

The  textile  industry,  the  plywood  in¬ 
dustry,  management,  and  labor  are  suf¬ 
fering.  The  white-collar  worker  cannot 
pay  his  debts.  The  dollar  value  is  going 
steadily  down.  Unemployment  is  on  the 
increase.  A  recession,  is  underway,  and 
that  recession  may  be  classified  as  minor, 
or  temporary,  by  those  in  power,  but  to 


the  man  losing  his  business,  with  his 
back  to  the  wall,  or  unable  to  pay  his 
debts,  there  is  nothing  minor  about  it. 

Raising  the  debt  limit  is  no  solution 
to  the  problem.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  never  made  a  claim  that  this 
is  the  panacea.  How  encouraging  it 
would  be  if  the  administration  had  is¬ 
sued  a  statement  that  it  would  forego 
raising  the  limit  for  fear  of  encouraging 
further  inflation.  The  taxpayer  needs 
some  encouragement,  not  tomorrow,  but 
today. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  his 
statement  before  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  stated  that  cash  balances  are  run¬ 
ning  distressingly  low.  He  did  not  say, 
according  to  the  report  on  this  bill,  dan- 
erously  low.  Everybody  I  know  is  hav¬ 
ing  trouble  keeping  cash  balances.  Too 
much  Government  and  too  much  Gov¬ 
ernment  debt  have  materially  contrib¬ 
uted  to  that  condition. 

One  of  the  grounds  for  the  request 
takes  into  account  contingencies  which 
might  develop  in  a  world  filled  with  un¬ 
certainties.  The  world  has  always  been 
filled  with  uncertainties  and  this  admin¬ 
istration  has  done  more  to  place  the 
United  States  in  a  position  of  uncertain¬ 
ty  than  any  in  the  history  of  this  great 
Nation.  They  wish  Congress  to  bail 
them  out,  temporarily,  from  this  fiscal 
dilemma,  and  have  Congress  share  tha 
blame  for  Eisenhower  inflation. 

As  of  January  15,  1958,  according  to 
the  report  on  this  bill,  our  debt  was 
pegged  at  $274.4  billion.  Our  limit  is 
$275  billion.  We  are  asked  for  $5  bil¬ 
lion,  but  the  papers  today  carried  a  re¬ 
port  that  $3  billion  would  suffice.  Why 
not  $1  billion  at  a  time?  Why  not  take 
stock  again  and  again  to  remedy  this 
situation. 

A  vote  against  this  legislation  is  a 
vote  for  economy.  A  demand  for  it. 
The  American  people  desire  it. 

Let  no  man  be  misled  into  thinking  this 
is  part  of  the  missile  program.  Prop¬ 
aganda  in  that  direction  may  be  forth¬ 
coming,  but  the  facts  are  that  last  week 
we  voted  $549  million  for  the  missile-de¬ 
tection  and  defense  program.  The  mis¬ 
sile  program  has  been  voted  the  money 
by  present  and  past  Congresses.  What 
we  need  is  dedicated  use  of  those  funds 
and  realistic  production. 

Let  us  start  now  to  stop  inflation  and 
vote  against  H.  R.  9955. 

Mr.  SADLAK.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
add  to  the  remarks  which  have  been 
emphasized  by  my  colleagues  on  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  that  the 
most  important  reason  for  the  tempo¬ 
rary  increase  in  the  public -debt  limit  is 
the  flexibility  that  is  required  over  the 
next  18  months.  May  I  likewise  em¬ 
phasize  the  statements  that  have  pre¬ 
viously  been  made  that  this  does  not  in 
any  way  tend  to  open  the  floodgates  of 
expenditures,  but  is  a  warning  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  keep  the  brakes  on  the  spend¬ 
ing,  though  these  brakes  must  be  applied 
here  in  the  House  on  the  appropriation 
measures,  and  appropriations  cannot  be 
increased  by  the  Treasury  Department 
since  they  must  pay  the  bills  which  we 
.  authorize  and  approve. 
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One  additional  impelling  reason  for 
my  voting  for  the  temporary  increase  is 
the  possibility  of  need  for  immediate 
funds  in  the  event  to  follow  through  to 
the  fullest  advantage  should  a  techno¬ 
logical  breakthrough  occur. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  endorse  H.  R.  9955. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  bill  is  considered  as  having  been 
read  for  amendment. 

(The  bill  reads  as  follows : ) 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  during  the  period 
beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  act  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959,  the 
public-debt  limit  set  forth  in  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty 
Bond  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be  temporarily 
increased  by  $5,000,000,000. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  no 
amendment  to  the  bill  is  in  order  except 
amendments  offered  by  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

Are  there  any  committee  amendments? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
no  committee  amendments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Wright,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.  R.  9955)  to  provide  for  a  tem¬ 
porary  increase  in  the  public-debt  limit, 
pursuant  to  House  Resolution  446,  he 
reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
|  and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  the  bill.  I 
offer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Byrnes  of  Wisconsin  moves  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  bill,  H.  R.  9955,  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  with  instructions  to 
report  the  same  back  forthwith  with  the 
following  amendment:  On  page  1,  line  7, 
after  the  word  “by”  strike  out  “$5  billion” 
and  insert  “$3  billion.” 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  the  bill  be  postponed  until 
next  Thursday,  in  accordance  with  an 
agreement  previously  entered  into  with 
|  the  Members  of  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
j  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
i  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

£RAL  LEAVE  TO 
iIMAI 

Mr.  MILLg^ijIfr^Jeaker,  I  ask  unani- 
mous^cerTSent  that  all  Members  may 
re5  legislative  days  within  wliiC 


.extend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  on 
the  bill  we  considered  in  the  Committee 
the  Whole  today. 

'he  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
thA  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kanWs? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MILIT.ARY  DISCHARGE  AND  THE 
\  SUPREME  COURT 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  McCormack)  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Recori 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
Wednesday  afternoon,  a  drama  took 
place  in  the  Supreme  Court  that  will 
vitally  affect  thelvlives  of  hundreds  of 
ex-servicemen.  Before  the  bench  that 
day  were  two  cases Athat  of  John  Henry 
Harmon  and  Howarfk  Abramowitz,  both 
men  who  had  performed  their  military 
duties  in  an  exemplary  manner,  and 
whose  records  were  without  blemish. 

Both  had  been  summarily  discharged 
as  undesirable  despite  their  honorable 
service  records  solely  on  $he  basis  of 
their  activities  as  civilians, \ef ore  their 
military  service  began. 

Harmon  and  AbramowitzX  appealed 
their  cases  up  through  the  machinery 
for  redress  that  the  Military  E&ablish- 
ment  provides,  and  were  at  eaoh  step 
denied  any  change  in  the  character  of 
their  discharges.  Not  until  Harmon\took 
his  case  to  the  Federal  court  did\the 
Army  reconsider  its  position — then 
grading  his  discharge  to  general — stlp 
a  less  than  honorable  discharge. 

On  Wednesday,  after  living  for  yearsj 
with  the  social  stigma  and  deprivatioj 
of  legal  rights  attached  to  a  less  th: 
honorable  •  discharge,  both  men  had 
reached  the  highest  and  the  final  seart;  of 
justice.  And  there,  before  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  counsel  for 
the  defendant.  Secretary  of  ther  Army 
Brucker,  admitted  that  the  Justice  De¬ 
partment  had  advised  the  Army  that  it 
had  no  authority  to  issue  a/ discharge 
based  on  civilian  conduct — -sc  statement 
that  was  in  fact  a  confession  of  error. 

My  colleagues,  this  bodVpassed  a  bill, 
H.  R.  8772  now  pending  l/efore  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Armed  Services  Committee,  in  the 
last  session  which  would  provide  ma¬ 
chinery  for  ex-servicemen  who  had  been 
tendered  a  less  than  Memorable  discharge 
to  redeem  themselves  by  allowing  them 
to  petition  for  a  Jbe w  type  of  general 
discharge  after  3^ears  of  commendable 
postservice  civili/n  conduct.  During  the 
short  debate  oiythe  bill,  a  number  of  its 
supporters  ar^on  record  as  saying  that 
the  bill  did  ry6t  go  far  enough.  Clearly, 
it  did  not. 

In  fact,  p,  may  seem  that  in  a  back- 
handed  manner,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  has  almost  endorsed  the  very 
thing  which  the  Justice  Department  has 
advise/ is  unauthorized,  and  by  implica¬ 
tion,  Unconstitutional. 

I  /incerely  hope  that  the  other  body 
wilr  either  reject  or  strongly  revise  the 
bln  before  it,  and  that  the  Members  of 
le  House  will  have  a  further  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  the  writing  of 
r  equitable  legislation. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  SHOULD  NOT 
MEAN  FORCED  RETIREMENT 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  (at  the  request 
Mr.  McCormack)  was  given  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  poiny  In 
the  Record.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speakefr,  of 
the  several  bills  amending  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act  which  I  have  introduced  in 
this  session,  the  one  that  will  most  cru¬ 
cially  affect  the  greatest  numhfer  of  peo¬ 
ple  is  H.  R.  9842,  which  will  raise  the 
limit  on  earnings  for  social /security  re¬ 
cipients  from  the  presejft  $1,200  to 
$5,000. 

My  district  in  Los  Angrfles  is  the  home 
of  many  more  retired  p/ople  than  is  av¬ 
erage,  and  for  this  resuBon  I  have  both  a 
special  interest  in  the  problems  of  our 
older  citizens,  and  perhaps  a  better  op¬ 
portunity  to  see  anil  to  appreciate  those 
problems  than  wonld  be  possible  with  a 
more  diverse  constituency.  In  variably, 
people  who  are  .receiving  social  security 
benefits  who  speak  or  write  to  me — and 
many  do — fee/ strongly  that  the  income 
limitation  is  Unfair,  that  it  opposes  their 
natural  desire  to  continue  as  productive 
a  life  as  possible  and  most  important, 
that  it  prevents  them  from  augmenting 
an  inadequate  income. 

A  system  that  in  effect  penalizes  bene- 
ficiari/s  by  reducing  benefits  each  month 
in  which  they  earn  more  than  $80  is  to 
me, /uite  frankly,  an  unjusf'system,  and 
muet  naturally  depress  incentive  to  work. 
Is/it  any  wonder  that  many  who  have 
lent  years  contributing  to  the .  social 
Security  fund  cannot  understand  why 
r  the  more  they  work,  the  more  their  Gov¬ 
ernment,  which  contributed  nothing  to 
£he  fund,  reduces  the  benefit  that  they 
7e  earned.  Such  a  policy  could  only 
understandable  if  it  were  realistic. 
Bui  it  is  not.  By  raising  the  earning 
to  $5,000,  however,  my  bill  will  give 
beneficiaries  an  opportunity  to  provide  a 
decent  living  for  themselves,  and  restore 
to  them  the  sense  of  self-respect  that 
they  had  known  as  productive  members 
of  their  dommunity. 

Since  H\R.  9842  was  introduced  early 
in  the  session,  I  have  had  some  reaction 
to  it  from  organized  labor.  Originally 
many  unions  yere  opposed  to  provisions 
allowing  any  \mtside  earnings  because 
of  the  possibles  unfair  advantage  that 
employers  woulck  take  of  older  workers 
through  “wage  outting”  devices.  The 
merit  of  this  argument  is  pointed  up  by 
one  Washington,  d\c.,  employer  who  is 
publicly  recruiting  odder  workers  with 
the  bold  assertion  thaKthey  need  not  lose 
their  social  security  benefits  by  coming 
to  work  for  him,  becausX  he  will  see  to  it 
that  they  are  not  paid  m^re  than  $1,200 
in  a  year. 

There  are  .two  alternations  to  combat 
this  exploitation.  First,  to  eliminate  al¬ 
lowed  outside  earnings  altogether,  in 
which  case  we  would  incur  tlte  obliga¬ 
tion  to  see  that  social  security  paid 
enough  to  recipients  for  them  t\  main¬ 
tain  a  reasonable  minimum  standard  of 
living.  Since  obviously  it  does  not,  the 
only  answer  is  then  to  raise  the  earning 
limit  to  a  figure  that  will  discoi 
wage  cutting  and  will  make  a  decent 
ing  standard  possible  for  beneficiarie 
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PUBLIC  DEBT.  Passed,  328  to  71,  without  amendment,  H.  R.  9955,  to  authorize  a 
temporary  $5  billion  increase  in  the  public  debt,  after  rejecting,  114  to  274, 
a  motion  by  Rep.  Byrnes  to  recommit  the  bill.  pp.  643-45 
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26. 


WOOL \  Rep.  Dixon  recommended  extension  of  the  National  Wool  Act  for/4  addi¬ 
tional  years.  p.  642 

WHEAT.  Rep.  McGovern  urged  support  for  legislation  to  prevent  a/reduction  in 
the  price  support  for  wheat,  and  maintain  the  support  on  wheal?  at  $2  a  bushel 
for  the  195o\crop.  p.  641 

DISASTER  RELIEF\  Rep.  Gathings  commended  the  Department  £6r  extending  aid  to 
farmers  in  areas\af fected  by  excessive  rainfall,  and  urged  that  these  farmers 
be  permitted  to  prace  more  acreage  in  the  soil  bank,  /pp.  678-83 

MONETARY  POLICY.  Rep/\Dingell  criticized  the  Admin/a t rat ion* s  monetary 
policies,  and  stated  that  unless  "this  hard  money/policy  is  relaxed  further, 
at  once,  the  probability^ is  that  the  depression/will  worsen  substantially 
before  Fall."  pp.  686-87N 

TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Rep.  MillsXannounced  that/hearings  on  renewal  of  the  Trade 
Agreements  Act  will  begin  on  Feb.  17.  p,/D40 

COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENT.  Rep,  Alfreo\E.  S,antangelo,  N.  Y.,  has  been  assigned  to 
the  Agriculture  Subcommittee  of  th\  Appropriations  Committee, 

ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Jan.  27.  p./o88 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

ACREAGE  ALIDTMENTS.  Rep.  Bec&worth  insertedXsummary  tables  showing  wheat 
acreage  allotments  by  stares,  average  value  of.  cotton  acreage  allotments  by 
counties,  and  peanut  acreage  allotments  by  counties.,  pp.  A510,  A518-24, 
A525-31 

FORESTRY.  Sen,  Wiley/inserted  a  statement  and  an  article  on  Wisconsin's  record 
in  tree  planting,  /pp.  A511-13 

FARM  PROGRAM.  Sgn.  Beall  inserted  an  editorial,  "Time  tchBack  Benson,"  urging 
support  for  the  Secretary's  farm  proposals  as  "a  logical  extension,  indeed  the 
necessary  development  of  positions  already  taken  by  the  Congress."  p.  A532 
Sen.  TaLmadge  inserted  two  editorials,  "Ike's  Farm  Plan  Killing  Blow  Aimed 
at  South'/s  Small  Farmers,"  and  "Would  Bankrupt  Farmer."  pp.  A535-6 

Sen./Dirksen  inserted  an  editorial,  "The  Penalty  of  Intelligence,"  criti¬ 
cizing/the  "farm  block"  for  opposing  the  Administration's  farm  program  and 
urging  adoption  of  the  program,  p.  A540 

>en.  Proxmire  inserted  a  statement  by  the  National  Catholic  Rural\Life 
Conference  urging  adoption  of  a  permanent  farm  program  and  sharing  morv^  of  our 
fbundance  with  other  nations,  pp.  A551-2. 

RESEARCH^  Sen.  Young  insetted  an  editorial,  "Let's  Not  Skimp  on  ProductioiV 
Research,"  opposing  any  cuts  in  funds  to  develop  new  crops  and  methods, 
pp.  A537-8 

Sen.  Bennett  inserted  excerpts  from  a  lecture  on  the  chemical  aspects  of 
life  processes  urging  more  attention  be  paid  to  basic  research,  p.  A539 


2§.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  editorial  criticizing  the  1959  budget  as  / 
\  forecasting  a  budget  surplus  based  on  increased  revenues,  p.  A547  / 

29.  INFLATION.  Sen.  Martin,  Pa.,  inserted  an  address  by  Sen.  Bennett  denying/that 

inflation  was  necessary  for  economic  growth,  pp.  A548-51  / 

30.  WATER  POLLUTION^  Sen,  Case  inserted  an  article  on  methods  of  eliminating  sew¬ 

age  pollution  in  streams,  pp.  A555-6  / 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


31.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  H.  R.  10167,  by  Rep.  Whitten,  (see  Digest  9) provides 

that  for  the  marketing  year  ending  March  31,  1959,  the  pri/e  of  milk  for  manu¬ 
facturing  purposes  shall  be  supported  at  not  less  than  $3C50  per  hundredweight. 

32.  HOLIDAY.  H.  R.  10225,  by  Rep.  Anfuso,  declaring  Oct,  L2  to  be  a  legal  holiday, 

to  be  known  as  Columbus  Day;  to  Judiciary  Committee./ 

33.  WHEAT.  H.  R.  10228,  by.Rqp.  Breeding,  H.  R.  1024L;.by  Rep.  Metcalf ,•  and  S.  309* 

by  Sea.  Murray  (for  himself  and •  others)  ,  to  aue^ci  sec.  101  of  the  Agriculture^. 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  price  support  on  wheat;  to  Agriculture 
Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  ^Murray.  pp.  726/7 

S.  3075,  by  Sen.  Langer  (for  himself  an dr Sen.  Young),  to  provide  that  1958 
price  support  levels  on  wheat  and  dairy  p/oducts  shall  not  be  lower  than  the 
levels  established  for  1957;  to  Agriculture  Committee.  Remarks  of  author, 
p.  715  \  / 

54.  LOANS.  H.  R.  10230,  by  Rep.  Byrd,  reestablish  a  program  of  economic  relief 
for  distressed  areas  through  a  system  of  loans  and  grants-in-aid;  to  Banking 
and  Currency  Committee.  /  \ 

25.  FARM  PRICES.  H.  R.  10231,  by  Rep.  Coad,  to  maintain  the  price  of  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  at  a  level  of  equal  relationship  to  the  current  income 
needs  of  the  producer  and  to  protect  the  economic  foundation  of  the  U.  S.  and 
the  primary  market  for  manufactured  products  inN:he  U.  S. ;  to  Agriculture  Co 


36.  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  1023J,  by  Rep.  Granahan,  to  adjusevthe  rates  of  basic  com¬ 

pensation  of  certain/officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Government;  to 
Post  Office  and  Ciyll  Service  Committee.  \ 

H.  R.  10254,  by  Rep.  Westland,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to 
eliminate  the  reduction  in  annuity  elected  for  a  spouse  when  such  spouse  pre¬ 
deceases  person  making  the  election;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 

37.  FOREST  LANDS';  S.  3092,  by  Sen,  Church,  and  H,  R.  10245,  by  Re^.  Pfost,  to  adfl 

certain  Lands  located  in  Idaho  to  the  Boise  and  Payette  National  Forests; 
to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee.  \ 

S.  >3077,  by  Sen.  Ellender,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
gran y  easements  for  rights-of-way  over  national  forest  lands  and  other  lands^. 
un4^r  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Comm/ 

38.  MONOPOLIES .  H.  R.  10243,  by  Rep.  Patman,  to  amend  the  Clayton  Act  to  supplement 

existing  laws  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies  by  providing  thac\ 
violations  of  the  Robinson- Patman  Act  shall  constitute  violations  of  the  \ 
antitrust  laws;  to  Judiciary  Committee.  \  I 

H.  R.  10251,  by  Rep.  Thompson,  N.  J. ,  to  amend  the  Clayton  Act  to  permit 
the  institution  of  actions  for  damages  for  violations  of  Robin son- Patman  Act; 
to  Judiciary  Committee. 
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RAISING  THE  DEBT  LIMIT  IS  AN 

INVITATION  TO  SPEND  MORE 

MONEY 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was 
granted  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  just  as 
a  surplus  of  cash  in  one’s  pocket  or  in 
the  bank  tends  toward  unwise  spending, 
so  ever  raising  the  limitation  on  Fed¬ 
eral  spending  tends  to  loosen  the  Fed¬ 
eral  purse  strings. 

The  Defense  Department  has  unobli¬ 
gated  $8.1  billion. 

The  echoes  of  the  President’s  warn¬ 
ing  that,  if  wages  and  prices  are  in¬ 
creased  and  Federal  spending  continued 
at  the  present  or  an  accelerated  rate, 
we  would  go  into  a  tailspin  that  would 
end  in  a  disastrous  depression,  have  not 
yet  died  away. 

We  are  told  that  additional  billions 
must  be  appropriated  to  meet  the  chal¬ 
lenge  of  the  sputnik — to  provide  other 
munitions  of  war,  including  more  subma¬ 
rines,  aircraft,  missiles,  anti-missile 
missiles — and  the  Congress  will  vote  bil¬ 
lions  for  those  purposes  because  it  has 
no  adequate,  accurate  knowledge  of  just 
what  is  needed,  hence  must  rely  upon 
our  experts.  _ 

All  right,  we  can  go  along  with  re¬ 
quests  for  funds  for  necessary  purposes, 
but  there  is  no  reason  why  sputnik 
should  open  the  door  for  unlimited  ap¬ 
propriations. 

But  one  thing  is  sure,  our  natural  and 
scientific  resources  being  limited,  and 
they  are,  we  cannot  avoid  economic  dis¬ 
aster — and  that  means  not  only  a  slack¬ 
ening  of  business,  of  production,  an 
increase  in  unemployment,  but  in  the 
end  a  lessening  of  our  ability  to  provide 
the  means  to  protect  ourselves — if  we 
''  grant  every  request  for  more  money. 

So  it  is  that,  when  the  President  asks 
the  Congress  to  increase  the  wages  of 
Federal  employees,  to  appropriate  bil¬ 
lions  for  worthy  but  not  absolutely 
necessary  projects,  and  to  raise  the  debt 
limit  so  that  we  may  borrow  the  money 
to  do  unnecessary  things,  I  am  com¬ 
pelled  to  vote  against  authorizing  an 
increase  in  our  national  debt  limitation. 

We  are  now  paying  $7.5  billion  an¬ 
nually  in  interest.  Our  national  debt 
is  larger  than  the  national  debt  of  all 
other  countries. 

One  sound,  sensible  answer  to  our 
problem  is  to  quit  borrowing  money  in 
order  to  implement  new,  additional  so¬ 
cial  reforms,  to  more  wisely  spend  what 
we  have. 

It  is  not  only  absurd,  but  it  is  ridicu¬ 
lous  that  we  are  so  lacking  in  common 
sense  and  sound  business  practices  that 
the  richest,  the  most  productive  nation 
in  all  the  world  must  borrow  money, 
pay  $7.5  billion  interest  annually.  And 
that  in  peacetime.  Spenders  can  al¬ 
ways  find  excuses  for  an  ever-heavier 
burden  upon  the  taxpayer. 

The  thing  for  us  to  do  is  to  put  our 
house  in  order;  conduct  our  national 
affairs  as  the  average  thrifty,  industri¬ 
ous  American  carries  on  his  own  busi¬ 
ness.  Our  national  income  is  sufficient 
not  only  to  insure  our  national  security, 
insofar  as  money  can  do  so,  but,  if  wise¬ 
ly  used,  to  enable  us  to  maintain  a 
sound  domestic  economy. 


COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT  MA¬ 
RINE  AND  FISHERIES 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Bonner],  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  may  sit  today  dur¬ 
ing  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Brown],  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  may  sit  today  during  general 
debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


INCREASING  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 
LIMIT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  vote  on  the  motion  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes] 
to  recommit  the  bill  (H.  R.  9955)  provid- 
ing  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  debt  limit. 

The  Clerk  will  again  report  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  reported  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  the  noes  appeared 
to  have  it. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  object  to  the  vote  on  the 
ground  that  a  quorum  is  not  present, 
and  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  there 
were — yeas  114,  nays  274,  answering 
“present”  1,  not  voting  39,  as  follows; 

[Roll  No.  5] 

YEAS— 114 


Abbitt 

Cretella 

Krueger 

Abernethy 

Cunningham, 

Laird 

Adair 

Nebr. 

Latham 

Alexander 

Dawson,  Utah 

Lennon 

Alger 

Dennison 

McCulloch 

Andersen, 

Derounian 

McMillan 

H.  Carl 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

McVey 

Andrews 

Dowdy 

Mack,  Wash. 

Ashmore 

Fino 

Mason 

Aspinall 

Fisher 

Matthews 

Avery 

Flynt 

Michel 

Baring 

Fountain 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Baumhart 

George 

Minshall 

Beamer 

Griffin 

Moulder 

Bentley 

Gross 

Murray 

Berry 

Gwinn 

Neal 

Betts 

Haley 

Nimtz 

Bosch 

Harden 

Norblad 

Bow 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Patman 

Bray 

Harrison,  Va. 

Poff 

Broomfield 

Harvey 

Polk 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hays,  Ohio 

Robeson,  Va. 

Brownson 

Hemphill 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Budge 

Henderson 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Byrd 

Hoeven 

Scherer 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hofiman 

Schwengel 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Cederberg 

Jensen 

Scrivner 

Chiperfield 

Johansen 

Shuford 

Church 

Jonas 

Siler 

Collier 

Jones,  Mo. 

Simpson,  HI. 

Colmer 

Kitchin 

Smith,  Calif. 

Cramer 

Knox 

Smith,  Kans. 

Smith,  Va. 

Tuck 

Williams,  Miss. 

Springer 

Van  Pelt 

Willis 

Tewes 

Weaver 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Thomas 

Wharton 

Winstead 

Thompson,  La. 

Whitener 

Withrow 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Whitten 

NAYS— 274 

Addonizio 

Frazier 

Nicholson 

Albert 

Frelinghuysen 

Norrell 

Allen,  Calif. 

Friedel 

O'Brien,  Ill, 

Allen,  Ill. 

Fulton 

O'Brien,  N.  Y. 

Anderson, 

Garmatz 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Mont. 

Gary 

O’Neill 

Anfuso 

Gathings 

Osmers 

Arends 

Gavin 

Ostertag 

Ashley 

Glenn 

Patterson 

Auchincloss 

Gordon 

Pelley 

Ayres 

Granahan 

Perkins 

Bailey 

Green,  Oreg. 

Pfost 

Baker 

Gregory 

Philbin 

Baldwin 

Griffiths 

Pilcher 

Barrett 

Hagen 

Poage 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Hale 

Porter 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Halleck 

Powell 

Bates 

Hardy 

Preston 

Becker 

Harris 

Price 

Beck  worth 

Haskell 

Prouty 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Healey 

Rains 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hubert 

Ray 

Blatnik 

Herlong 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Blitch 

Heselton 

Reed 

Boggs 

Hess 

Rees,  Kans. 

Boland 

Hiestand 

Reuss 

Bolling 

Hill 

Rhodes,  Ar'z. 

Bolton 

Hillings 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Bonner 

Holmes 

Riehlman 

Boykin 

Holt 

Riley 

Boyle 

Holtzman 

Rivers 

Breeding 

Horan 

Roberts 

Brooks,  La. 

Hosmer 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Huddleston 

Rodino 

Brown,  Ga. 

Hull 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Hyde 

Rogers,  Mats. 

Broyhill 

Ikard 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Burleson 

James 

Roosevelt 

Bush 

Jarman 

Rutherford 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Jenkins 

Sadlak 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Jennings 

Santangelo 

Canfield 

Johnson 

St.  George 

Carrigg 

Jones,  Ala. 

Saund 

Celler 

Karsten 

Saylor 

Chamberlain 

Kean 

Schenck 

Chelf 

Kearney 

Scott,  Pa. 

Chenoweth 

Kearns 

Scudder 

Christopher 

Keating 

Seely-Brown 

Clevenger 

Kee 

Selden 

Coad 

Keogh 

Sheehan 

Coffin 

Kilburn 

Shelley 

Cooley 

Kilday 

Sheppard 

Corbett 

Kilgore 

Sieminskl 

Coudert 

King 

Sikes 

Cunningham, 

Kirwan 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Iowa 

Kluczynski 

Sisk 

Curtin 

Knutson 

Smith,  Miss. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Lafore 

Stauffer 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Landrum 

Steed 

Dague 

Lane 

Sullivan 

Davis,  Ga. 

Lankford 

Taber 

Davis,  Tenn. 

LeCompte 

Talle 

Delaney 

Lesinski 

Taylor 

Dellay 

Libonati 

Teague,  Calif. 

Dempsey 

Long 

Teague,  Tex. 

Denton 

Loser 

Teller 

Devereux 

McFall 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Diggs 

McGovern 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dingell 

Mclntire 

Thornberry 

Dixon 

McIntosh 

Tollefson 

Dollinger 

Machrowicz 

Trimble 

Donohue 

Madden 

Udall 

Dooley 

Magnuson 

Oilman 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Mahon 

Utt 

Doyle 

Mailliard 

Vanik 

Durham 

Marshall 

Van  Zandt 

Dwyer 

Martin 

Vinson 

Eberharter 

May 

Vorys 

Edmondson 

Metcalf 

Vursell 

Elliott 

Miller,  Calif. 

Watts 

Engle 

Miller,  Md. 

Westland 

Evins 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Widnall 

Fallon 

Mills 

Wier 

Farbstein 

Mitchell 

Wigglesworth 

Fascell 

Montoya 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Feighan 

Morano 

Wolverton 

Fenton 

Morgan 

Wright 

Flood 

Morris 

Yates 

Fogarty 

Moss 

Young 

Forand 

Multer 

Younger 

Ford 

Mumma 

Zablocki 

Forrester 

Natcher 

Zelenko 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT” — 1 


O'Konski 

NOT  VOTING — 39 

Barden  '  Buckley  Carnahan 

Belcher  Burdick  Clark 
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January  23 


Dawson,  Ill. 

Lipscomb 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Clark 

Holmes 

Poage 

Jensen 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Dies 

McCarthy 

Passman 

Clevenger 

Holtzman 

Polk 

Johansen 

Neal 

Springer 

Grant 

McCormack 

Pillion 

Coad 

Horan 

Porter 

Jonas 

Nimtz 

Tuck 

Gray 

.  McDonough 

Rabaut 

Coffin 

Hosmer 

Powell 

Jones,  Mo. 

Poff 

Utt 

Green,  Pa. 

McGregor 

Radwan 

Collier 

Huddleston 

Preston 

Kitchin 

Robeson,  Va. 

Van  Pelt 

Gubser 

Macdonald 

Rooney 

Cooley 

Hull 

Price 

Krueger 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Weaver 

Hays,  Ark. 

Mack,  Ill, 

Spence 

Corbett 

Hyde 

Prouty 

Laird 

Rutherford 

Wharton 

Holifield 

Meader 

Staggers 

Coudert 

Ikard 

Rains 

Lennon 

Schwengel 

Whitten 

Holland 

Merrow 

Wainwright 

Cramer 

Jackson 

Ray 

McMillan 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Judd 

Moore 

Walter 

Cretella 

James 

Reece,  Tenn. 

McVey 

Shuford 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Kelly 

Morrison 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Cunningham, 

Jarman 

Reed 

Mack,  Wash. 

Siler 

Winstead 

Iowa 

Jenkins 

Rees,  Kans. 

Mason 

Simpson,  Ill. 

So  the 

motion  to  recommit  was  re- 

Curtin 

Jennings 

Reuss 

Matthews 

Smith,  Calif. 

jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  O'Konski  for,  with  Mr.  McCormack 
against. 

Mr.  Passman  for,  with  Mr.  Rooney  against. 

Mr.  Dies  for,  with  Mr.  Buckley  against. 

Mr.  McGregor  for,  with  Mr.  Dawson  of 
Illinois  against. 

Mr.  Barden  for,  with  Mr.  Judd  against. 

Mr.  Radwan  for,  with  Mr.  Moore  against. 

Mr.  Walter  for,  with  Mrs.  Kelly  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Spence  with  Mr.  Belcher. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  Wainwright. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  McCarthy  with  Mr.  Lipscomb. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
York. 

Mr.  Rabaut  with  Mr.  Pillion. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Arkansas  with  Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Grant  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Mack  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Meader. 

Mr.  BOLAND  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  McFALL  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  DAGUE  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  MACK  of  Washington  changed 
his  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  live  pair  with  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack],  If  he  were  present,  he  would 
vote  “nay.”  I  voted  “yea.”  Therefore, 
I  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  328,  nays  71,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  28,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  6] 

YEAS — 328 


Addonizio 
Albert 
Allen,  Calif. 
Allen,  Ill. 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett 
Bass,  N.  H. 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Bates 


Baumhart 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Bennett,  Fla. 


Broomfield 
Brown,  Ga. 
Brown,  Mo. 
Brown,  Ohio 


Bennett,  Mich.  Broyhill 


Bentley 
Betts 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boykin. 
Boyle 
Brooks.  La. 
Brooks,  Tex. 


Budge 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Canfield 

Carrigg 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 

Chiperfield 

Christopher 


Curtis,  Mass. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Dague 

Davis,  Ga. , 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Dawson,  Utah 

Delaney 

Dellay 

Dempsey 

Dennison 

Denton 

Derounian 

Devereux 

Diggs 

Dngell 

Dixon 

Dollinger 

Donohue 

Dooley 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Doyle 

Durham 

Dwyer 

Eberharter 

Edmondson 

Elliott 

Engle 

Evins 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Fenton 

Fino 

Fisher 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Forand 

Ford 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Frelinghuysen 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Gavin 

George 

Glenn 

Gordon 

Granahan 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Gregory 

Griffin 

Griffiths 

Gubser 

Hagen 

Hale 

Halleck 

Hardy 

Harris 

Haskell 

Hays,  Ark. 

Hays,  Ohio 

Healey 

Hubert 

Herlong 

Heselton 

Hess 

Hill 

Hillings 

Hoeven 

Holifield 


Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Alexander 
Alger 
Andersen, 
H.  Carl 
Andrews 
Ashmore 
Baring 
Beamer 
Berry 


Johnson 

Jones,  Ala. 

Karsten 

Kean 

Kearney 

Kearns 

Keating 

Kee 

Keogh 

Kilburn 

Kilday 

Kilgore 

King 

Kirwan 

Kluczynski 

Knox 

Knutson 

Lafore 

Landrum 

Lane 

Lankford 

Latham 

LeCompte 

Lesinski 

Libonati 

Lipscomb 

Long 

Loser 

McCulloch 

McFall 

McGovern 

Mclntire 

McIntosh 

Machrowicz 

Mack,  Ill. 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Mailliard 

Marshall 

Martin 

May 

Metcalf 

Michel 

Miller,  Calif. 

Miller,  Md. 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Mills 

Minshall 

Mitchell 

Montoya 

Morano 

Morgan 

Morris 

Moss 

Moulder 

Multer 

Mumma 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nicholson 

Norblad 

Norrell 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

O’Neill 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Patman 

Patterson 

Pelly 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Pilcher 

NAYS— 71 

Bray 
Breeding 
Brownson 
Byrnes,  Wis. 
Cannon 
Church 
Colmer 
Cunningham, 
Nebr. 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Dowdy 

Flynt 


Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Riehlman 

Riley 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Roosevelt 

Sadlak 

Santangelo 

St.  George 

Saund 

Saylor 

Schenck 

Scherer 

Scott,  Pa. 

Scrivner 

Scudder 

Seely-Brown 

Selden 

Sheehan 

Shelley 

Sheppard 

Sieminski 

Sikes 

Simpson,  Pa. 
Sisk 

Smith,  Miss. 

Smith,  Va. 

Staggers 

Stauffer 

Steed 

Sullivan 

Taber 

Talle 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Teller 

Tewes 

Thomas 

Thompson,  La. 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Thornberry 

Tollefson 

Trimble 

Udall 

Ullman 

Vanik 

Van  Zandt 

Vinson 

Vorys 

Vursell 

Walter 

Watts 

Westland 

Whitener 

Widnall 

Wier 

Wigglesworth 

Willis 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Withrow 

Wolverton 

Wright 

Yates 

Young 

Younger 

Zablocki 

Zelenko 


Gross 

Gwinn 

Haley 

Harden 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Harrison,  Va. 

Harvey 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Hiestand 

Hoffman 

Holt 


ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— I 


Barden 

Belcher 

Buckley 

Burdick 

Carnahan 

Dies 

Grant 

Green,  Pa. 

Holland 

Judd 


O’Konski 

NOT  VOTING— 28 

Kelly 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McDonough 
McGregor 
Macdonald 
Meader 
Merrow 
Moore 
Morrison 


Passman 

Pillion 

Rabaut 

Radwan 

Rooney 

Spence 

Wainwright 

Williams,  N.  Y. 


So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  McCormack  for,  with  Mr.  O'Konski 
against. 

Mr  Rooney  for,  with  Mr.  Passman  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Dies  against. 

Mrs.  Kelly  for,  with  Mr.  Barden  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Spence  with  Mr.  Judd. 

Mr.  Rabaut  with  Mr.  Moore. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Wain¬ 
wright. 

Mr.  Grant  with  Mr.  McGregor. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Pillion. 

Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Radwan. 

Mr.  McCarthy  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
York. 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]  .  If  he  were 
present  he  would  have  voted  “yea.”  I 
voted  “nay.”  Therefore  I  withdraw  my 
vote  and  vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  WEAVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  op¬ 
posed  to  an  increase  of  $5  billion  in  the 
public  debt  limit  today  just  as  I  was 
when  a  similar  measure  was  approved 
over  2  years  ago. 

The  whole  purpose  of  limiting  our  na¬ 
tional  debt  is  so  that  we  can  control  our 
spending  and  the  responsibility  for 
spending  properly  rests  with  the  Con¬ 
gress,  not  with  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government.  There  can  be  no  con¬ 
trol  or  restraint  on  spending  as  long  as 
we  are  content  to  make  borrowing  easier. 

Such  a  debt  extension,  I  feel,  should 
not  be  granted — 

First.  Until  all  agencies  of  Govern¬ 
ment  are  directed  to  freeze  any  and  all 
unobligated  funds,  as  of  the  date,  so  that 
a  close  reexamination  of  expenditure  re¬ 
quirements  can  be  made.  A  good  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  I  am  talking  about,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  the  $3.1  billion  of  unobligated 
funds  for  foreign-aid  spending. 

Second.  Until  we  have  evidence  of  a 
realistic  dollar  saving  reorganization  of 
the  defense  department  which  now  is 
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spending  more  than  half  of  each  tax 
dollar. 

,  Sputnik  is  serious,  but  we  should  keep 
our  equilibrium  and  not  lose  our  heads. 
Going  further  into  debt  before  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  is  only  giving  aid  and  comfort  to 
the  enemy. 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  KEARNS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  re¬ 
corded  as  beiW  absent  on  the  quorum 
call  yesterday.Xl  was  present  and  an¬ 
swered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and 
the  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER,  mahout  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objectior 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  SpXpker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 

state 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  ^should 
like  to  inquire  if  the  bells  in  tne  Old 
House  Office  Building  were  in  working 
order  during  rollcall  No.  5,  on  the  mp- 
tion  to  recommit. 

>  The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  was  not' 
there,  so  he  cannot  say. 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know 
that  I  did  not  hear  them,  and  I  know 
two  other  Members  did  not  hear  them. 
I  should  like  to  announce  at  this  time 
that  had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  “nay.” 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  GENERAL 
EDUCATION 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  General  Education  have  per¬ 
mission  to  sit  during  general  debate 
today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


LABOR-MANAGEMENT  RELATIONS 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDEI 

OP  THE  UNITED  STATES  (H.  Dj0C. 

NO.  316) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the^House 
the  following  message  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  which  was  read  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

There  are  submitted' herewith  for  the 
consideration  of  ther  Congress,  recom¬ 
mendations  for  amendments  to  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act  and /for  additional  legisla¬ 
tion  to  provide/greater  protections  for 
the  rights  of  individual  workers,  the  pub¬ 
lic,  and  management  and  unions,  in 
labor -management  relations. 

No  labor-management  relations  legis¬ 
lative/program  today  can  ignore  the  dis¬ 
closures  of  corruption,  racketeering  and 
atyrfse  of  trust  and  power  in  the  labor- 
lanagement  field.  Many  of  these  dis¬ 
closures  have  been  made  in  congressional 
hearings  and  in  investigations  by  grand 


juries  and  local  law  enforcement  agen¬ 
cies.  In  the  various  States  vigilant  at¬ 
tention  by  law  enforcement  officials,  and 
public  interest  in  the  effective  enforce¬ 
ment  of  existing  laws  against  criminal 
activity,  are  doing  much  to  eliminate 
many  of  the  evils  and  abuses  which  have 
occurred.  Union  officials — most  of 
whom  are  decent,  honest  Americans — are 
also  doing  much  to  eliminate  the  few  in 
the  ranks  of  organized  labor  who  are 
corrupt.  However,  the  importance  to 
American  workers  and  to  the  public  of 
preventing  the  impairment  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  rights  of  employees  and  the  fact 
that  voluntary  action  is  inadequate  in 
this  respect  have  become  increasingly 
evident.  In  order  to  protect  the  basic 
rights  of  the  individual  worker  and  to 
maintain  the  integrity  of  trade  unionism 
itself,  action  on  the  part  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  needed. 

The  American  public  is  in  need  of  re¬ 
assurance  : 

1.  That  the  funds  which  are  set  aside 
for  the  benefit  of  working  men  and, 
women  in  health,  welfare  and  pension 
plans  are  accounted  for. 

2.  That  the  moneys  which  are  con¬ 
tributed  by  workers  to  union  treasuries 
ate  being  used  solely  to  advan^X  their 
welfare. 

3. XThat  organizations  in  which  work¬ 
ing  people  associate  togethei/voluntarily 
to  improve  their  status  through  collec¬ 
tive  action  will  be  administered  in  such 
fashion  as\to  reflect  their  will. 

4.  That  whrking  people  are  more  fully 
protected  frote  dealings  between  rep¬ 
resentatives  oiMabor  and  management 
which  have  the  effect  of  preventing  the 
full  exercise  oDrndir  rights  to  organize 
and  bargain  collectively. 

5.  That  the  public  lk  protected- against 
unfair  labor  and  management  practices 
within  t#e  collective  bargaining  rela¬ 
tionship'  which  give  rise  tk  the  exercise 
of  coercive  power  by  one  as\against  the 
other  tending  to  impede  tnd  peaceful 
development  of  that  relationship,  or 

lich  infringe  the  legitimate  rights  of 
Innocent  third  parties. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  has  redom- 
mended  to  me  a  comprehensive  progr: 
of  legislation  which,  if  enacted,  will, 
believe,  give  that  reassurance  to  the' 
American  public.  His  recommendations 
constitute  the  program  of  this  adminis¬ 
tration  in  the  labor-management  field, 
and  the  administration  urges  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  enact  legislation: 

1.  To  require  the  registration  and  de¬ 
tailed  annual  reporting  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  with  appropriate  dis¬ 
closure,  of  all  plans  which  provide 
health,  welfare  or  pension  benefits  to 
working  men  and  women,  whether  ad¬ 
ministered  by  employers,  by  unions,  or 
jointly  by  both.  The  administration 
made  specific  legislative  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  this  respect  in  1956  and  1957. 

2.  To  require : 

(a)  That  all  labor  organizations,  hav¬ 
ing  members  employed  in  industries  af¬ 
fecting  commerce  or  which  receive  bene¬ 
fits  of  tax  exemption  under  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  including  regional  and 
local  conferences  and  councils,  shall: 

( 1 )  File  with  the  Department  of  Labor 
detailed  annual  financial  reports,  which 


shall  be  available  for  public  examinX- 
tion. 

(2)  Maintain  proper  financial  Kooks 
and  records  open  to  the  scrutiny  of  all 
of  their  members. 

(b)  That  officers  of  such  /labor  or¬ 
ganizations  who  handle  union  funds  be 
held  to  the  highest  degree/of  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  funds  cominitted  to  their 
care  by  union  members;  and  that  the 
members  of  such  organization  be  given 
an  unequivocal  right/to  sue  in  Federal  or 
State  courts  to  enforce  these  responsi¬ 
bilities.  This  would  not  supersede  exist¬ 
ing  State  statuses  or  judicial  remedies. 

3.  To  require  that  all  labor  organiza 
tions : 

(a)  File  annually  with  the  Department 
of  Labor  detailed  information  as  to  their 
constitutions,  bylaws,  and  organizational 
structure  and  procedures. 

(bV Show  by  appropriate  reporting 
that  their  members  have  the  right  and 
opportunity  to  elect  and  have  elected  at 
itervals  of  not  more  than  4  years  their 
local  officers  directly  by  secret  ballot  and 
their  national  officers  either  directly  by 
secret  ballot  or  through  delegate  bodies 
elected  directly  by  the  membership  by 
secret  ballot,  with  due  notice  of  any  elec¬ 
tion  being  given  to  the  members.  The 
Department  of  Labor  would  be  author¬ 
ized  to  make  full  public  disclosure  of 
these  reports. 

4^  To  require: 

(a)  That  all  employers  report  to  the 
Department  of  Labor  all  financial  deal¬ 
ings  with  labor  organizations  or  their 
representatives  either  directly  or  through 
a  third  party,  but  exempting  those  em¬ 
ployer  payments  specifically  authorized 
by  law  or  reported  under  other  require¬ 
ments  of  law;  to  require  that  all  labor 
organizations  and  representatives  of 
labor  organizations  report  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  all  such  financial  dealings 
with  employers  either  directly  or  through 
a  third  party;  and  to  authorize  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  to  make  full  public 
disclosure  of  these  reports. 

(b)  To  prohibit  by  the  application  of 
appropriate  civil  and  criminal  laws 
financial  dealings  between  employers 
and  labor  unions  which  operate  to  im¬ 
pair  the  rights  of  working  people  to 
organize,  to  select  their  bargaining  rep¬ 
resentative,  or  effectively  to  bargain  col¬ 
lectively  ;  specifically  to  amend  the  Taft- 
Haktley  Act  to  prohibit  payments  made 
to  employee  representatives  by  employer 
agentsvor  representatives,  as  well  as  those 
made  directly  by  employers,  except  as 
authorized  by  law;  to  cover  employer 
payments  to  an  employee  representative 
other  than  a,  representative  of  his  em¬ 
ployees;  to  prohibit  payments  over  and 
above  paymenck  for  regular  job  duties 
made  by  an  employer,  his  agent,  or  rep¬ 
resentative  to  an  employee  or  group  or 
committee  of  employees  to  influence 
other  employees  in  tn^  exercise  of  their 
right  of  self -organization  or  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  a  bargaining  repte^entative ;  and 
to  make  it  clear  that  employer  payments 
to  trust  funds  for  apprenticeship  and 
training  purposes  are  not  prohibited. 

5.  For  effective  administration  of  this 
program  of  reporting  and  disclosure  of 
general  union  funds,  conflicts  of  interest, 
union  organization  and  structure,  \ind 
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also  the  program  for  reporting  and  dis¬ 
closure  of  welfare  and  pension  plans,  the 
administration  recommends  that  there 
be  created  in  the  Department  of  Labor  a 
Commissioner  of  Labor  Reports,  who 
would  be  responsible  to  the  Secretary  for 
the  performance  of  duties  under  the  new 
legislation.  \The  Commissioner  should 
be  appointed  the  President  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  In 
the  administration  of  these  reporting  re¬ 
quirements  the  Commissioner  of  Labor 
Reports  would  be  anpowered  through 
authority  derived  from,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to: 

(a)  Make  full  public  disclosure  of  all 
information  contained  in  tl\e  reports; 

(b)  Seek  injunctions  against  viola¬ 
tions  ; 

(c)  Investigate  reports  of  violations  of 
the  reporting  requirements,  including 
the  accuracy  of  reports  filed,  and  charges 
that  union  election  or  procedural  prac¬ 
tices  are  not  in  accordance  with  the 
reporting  requirements;  and 

(d)  Issue  subpenas  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  all  appropriate  books  and  records 
and  compel  testimony  by  witnesses. 

6.  In  order  to  insure  the  effective  en¬ 
forcement  of  this  program,  the  adminis¬ 
tration  recommends  that  the  following 
criminal  and  administrative  sanctions  be 
enacted  into  law: 

a.  Criminal: 

(1)  The  embezzlement  of  general 
union  funds,  false  statements  or  entries, 
or  willful  destruction  of  books  shoul.l 
be  made  punishable  as  a  felony. 

(2)  The  Criminal  Code  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  filing  of  false  information 
should  be  made  specifically  applicable 
to  these  reports. 

(3)  The  failure  of  an  employer  or  a 
union  to  file  required  reports  should  be 
made  a  misdemeanor. 

(4)  A  new  bribery  section  should  be 
added  to  the  Criminal  Code  making  it 
a  felony  for  an  employer,  or  his  agent 
or  representative,  or  any  union  official  or 
representative,  to  make  or  receive  any 
payments  to  influence  improperly  the 
actions  of  the  other  in  labor-manage¬ 
ment  matters.  To  facilitate  prosecutions 
of  violations  of  this  section,  there  should 
be  included  a  provision  for  immunity 
to  witnesses. 

b.  Administrative: 

At  the  present  time  any  labor  orgaru/ 

zation  covered  by  the  National  Labor  Re¬ 
lations  Act  is  denied  access  to  its  proc¬ 
esses  if  it  fails  to  file  financial  and 
organizational  reports.  This  should  be 
continued.  In  addition  subject  to  the 
requirements  of  the  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedure  Act,  including  judicial  review, 
for  the  willful  failure  to/nle  true  and 
proper  reports  the  administration  recom¬ 
mends  that: 

(1)  All  labor  organizations  and  em¬ 
ployers  be  denied  aly  rights  or  privileges 
available  to  them  tinder  Federal  labor- 
management  relations  laws. 

(2)  All  labor ^organizations  be  liable  to 
revocation  of  .any  outstanding  certifica¬ 
tion  as  bargaining  representative  under 
any  law  of /(he  United  States. 

(3)  All/labor  organizations  be  liable 
to  the  forfeiture  for  an  appropriate  pe¬ 
riod  of/tax  exemptions  available  to  them 
under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 


7.  Certain  provisions  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act  afford  opportunity 
for  labor  or  management  to  coerce  the 
other,  often  with  detrimental  effect  on 
individual  employees,  innocent  third 
parties,  and  the  general  public.  The  ad¬ 
ministration  recommends  that  the  am¬ 
biguities  and  inequities  that  exist  in 
these  provisions  be  removed  by  amend¬ 
ing  them  a‘s  follows : 

(a)  Amend  the  secondary  boycott  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  to  make  it  clear  that 
they  prevent — 

Direct  coercion  of  an  employer  to 
cease  doing  business  with  another; 

Coercion  of  employers  by  inducement 
or  encouragement  of  individual  employ¬ 
ees  to  refuse  to  perform  services; 

Coercion  of  secondary  employers  who 
do  not  come  within  the  act’s  definition 
of  “employer” ;  and 

Coercion  of  employers  to  enter  into  or 
to  enforce  agreements  to  cease  using  the 
products  of,  or  to  cease  doing  business 
with,  another  person. 

To  further  amend  the  secondary  boy¬ 
cott  provisions  to  make  it  clear  that  they 
as,  not  prevent— 

Activity  against  a  secondary  employer 
who\s  performing  “farmed  out”  work  ii 
behalXof  a  struck  employer;  or 

Activity  against  secondary  employers 
engaged  in  work  on  a  construction jSroj- 
ect  with  the  primary  employer. 

(b)  Amend  the  act  to  make  iY an  un¬ 
fair  labor  practice  for  a  union  Joy  picket¬ 
ing,  to  coerce  arvemployer  to recognize  it 
as  the  bargaining  representative  of  his 
employees  or  his  employees  to  accept  or 
designate  it  as  t^eiiy  representative 
where — 

The  employer  has/rhcognized  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  law  ^nothN  labor  organi¬ 
zation  ; 

The  employees/ within  theJast  preced¬ 
ing  12  months/have  rejectea\the  union 
in  a  representative  election;  or 

It  is  otherwise  clear  that  the  Employ¬ 
ees  do  not  .desire  the  union  as  then,  bar¬ 
gaining  representative. 

(c)  Amend  the  act  to  eliminate  tlje 
statutory  prohibition  which  bars  ec( 
nonyc  strikers  who  are  not  entitled  to' 
reinstatement  from  voting  in  represen¬ 
tation  elections. 

ii 

In  addition  to  the  above  the  adminis¬ 
tration  recommends  that  several  other 
changes  be  made  in  the  Labor-Manage¬ 
ment  Relations  Act  of  1947.  Some  of 
these  changes  have  been  proposed  be¬ 
fore,  some  are  new,  but  all  are  intended 
to  strengthen  and  improve  the  act  where 
experience  has  shown  that  correction  is 
needed.  These  proposals  are  as  follows: 

1.  Amend  the  act  to  eliminate  the 
jurisdictional  gap  referred  to  in  recent 
Supreme  Court  decisions  by  authorizing 
the  States  to  act  with  respect  to  matters 
over  which  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  declines  to  assert  jurisdiction. 

2.  Amend  the  act  to  authorize  the 
Board,  under  appropriate  circumstances, 
to  certify  as  bargaining  representatives, 
without  a  prior  election,  unions  acting 
in  behalf  of  employees  primarily  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  building  and  construction 
industry. 

3.  In  view  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Communist  Control  Act  of  1954,  amend 


the  act  to  eliminate  the  provision  re¬ 
quiring  the  filing  of  non-Communist  affi-/ 
davits  by  officers  of  unions  seeking 
use  the  act’s  processes. 

4.  Amend  the  act  so  that  parties/60  a 
valid  collective  bargaining  agreement 
may  not  be  required  to  negotiate/during 
the  life  of  the  agreement  unless  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  reopening  or  the  parties 
mutually  agree  to  its  being  reopened. 

5.  Amend  the  act  to  make  it  clear  that 
when  the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
becomes  vacant  the  President  may  des¬ 
ignate  some  other  ofF/er  or  employee  to 
serve  as  Acting  Gen/ral  Counsel  during 
the  vacancy. 

These  legislative  recommendations  are 
designed  to  ben/fit  and  protect  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  American  workers  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  public,  to  curb  abuses,  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  greater  harmony  and  stability  in 
labor-management  relations.  They  take 
into  consideration  the  fundamental  prin¬ 
ciple  that  an  effective  right  to  organize 
.and  .bargain  collectively  is  an  essential 
pane  of  this  Nation’s  free  and  democratic 
society. 

I  urge  that  the  Congress  give  speedy 
' consideration  to  these  proposals. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 
The  White  House,  January  23,  1958. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DEFENSE  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL— 1958 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  10146)  mak¬ 
ing  supplemental  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  10146,  with 
Mr.  Price  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read.the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com- 
vmittee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  gentleman 
irom  Texas  [Mr.  Mahon]  had  remaining 
1 xiour  and  47  minutes;  the  gentleman 
froni  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Wiggles- 
worth]  had  remaining  2  hours  and  30 
minute 

The  6hair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Wiggles- 
worth]. 

Mr.  WIGCkLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  mteelf  30  minutes. 

Mr.  JONES  oi  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gerNeman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimouNmnsent  to  extend 
my  remarks  immediately  following  the 
statement  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  ther\objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  MiS.  Chair¬ 
man,  last  summer  this  House  induced 
appropriations  for  our  own  military 
programs  by  $2V2  billion.  It  also Ve- 
duced  the  military  programs  for  ols 
allies  by  three-quarters  of  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  or  thereabouts. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  23, 1958 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


AN  ACT 

To  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That,  during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 

4  ment  of  this  Act  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959,  the  public 

5  debt  limit  set  forth  in  the  first  sentence  of  section  21  of  the 

6  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be  temporarily 

7  increased  by  $5,000,000,000. 

Passed  the  House  of  Bepresentatives  January  23,  1958. 

Attest:  BALPH  B.  BOBEBTS, 

Clerk. 
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SENATE 

1,  TOBACCO.  Sen.  Cooper  ur^ed  the  Senate  Agriculture  &9pnitteeI s  Tobacco  Sub¬ 
committee  to  follow  tjne  lead  of  the  House  in  rejecting  attempts  to  alter  the 
present  90-percent  supports  for  tobacco,  and  inserted  news  articles  on  the 
Farm  Bureau's  support  of  the  present  program  and  the  results  of  the  grower 
referendum  in  Ky/,  Tenn. ,  and  Va.  pp.  2128-9 


2. 


INSECT  CONTROL/  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  1805  ,\to  relieve  certain 
persons  of  tile  expenses  incurred  in  kaphra  beetle  eradication\  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent/ to  the  President,  p.  2132 


3.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R,  9955,  to 
authorize  a  temporary  $5  billion  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit  (S.  Rept. 
1297).  This  bill  was  made  the  Senate's  pending  business,  pp,  2124,  2148 


poifti 


AL  SERVICE.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ordered  reported 
amendments  H.  R.  5836,  to  readjust  postal  rates  and  establish  a  Congres¬ 
sional  policy  for  the  determination  of  such  rates.  The  "Daily  Digest"  stated 
the  bill  would  raise  $750  million  in  revenue,  increasing  first  class  local 
mail  to  4c,  non-local  to  5c,  post  cards  to  3c,  providing  three  107,  raises  for 
second-class  mail  over  the  next  three  years,  and  increasing  the  minimum  per 
piece  on  third-class  mail  to  2c  now,  2^c  on  July  1,  1959.  pp,  D122-3 


-  2  - 

FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Smith,  N.  J»,  commended  the  foreign  aid  program  and  inserted 
an  editorial  concurring  with  the  President’s  mutual  security  message,  p.  2132 
Sen.  Wiley  announced  the  National  Conference  on  Foreign  Aspects  of  United 
■ates  National  Security  would  meet  in  Washington  on  Feb.  25  and  inserted  news 
releases  on  the  meeting,  pp.  2147-8 

6.  FORE  ST'S*©  ADS.  On  Feb.  17  Sens.  Barrett,  O’Mahoney,  Watkins,  Allott  ^Bible, 

Bennetcv  Dworshak,  and  Magnuson  submitted  an  amendment  to  be  propped  by  them 
to  S.  3088,  to  amend  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing\the  construction  of  highways.  The  amendment  would  increase  the 
authorizations  for  forest  highways  from  $30  million  to  $40  million  for  fiscal 
year  1960. 

7.  POSTAL  SERVICE;  FORESTRY;  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sens.  Morse,  Neutferger,  Johnston, 
Jackson,  and  Gore\jiscussed  the  postal  rates  proposed  and  the  public  works 

istal  deficit  with  Forest 
criticized  the  lease- 


program  (pp.  2136-4^).  Sen.  Neuberger  compared  the 
Service  profitable  operations  (p.  2139) .  Sen.  Morsf 
purchase  programs  for  public  buildings  (pp.  2140-] 


c 


8. 


EDUCATION,  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article  by/Dr.  Charles  Quattlebaum  of  the 
Library  of  Congress  comparit\g  education  in  Russia  and  the  U,  S.  and  urging  a 
broadly  based  program  to  improve  U.  S.  eduction,  pp.  2148-52 


9.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  resolutions  from  the  Beltrami, 
Minn.,  County  Commissioners  and  the  0nan4a,  Minn.,  Farmers’  Union  local, 
opposing  any  cuts  in  dairy  price  supports  and  urging  legislation  to  maintain 
them  at  present  levels,  pp.  2122,  2)03 

10.  CORN.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  re^oluti^n  of  the  Ortonville,  Minn.,  Civic  and 

Commerce  Ass’n  urging  a  relaxation  of  standards  on  grading  1957  corn  to  meet 
Government  loan  requirements,  /p.  2122 

11.  WOOL.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserteef  a  resolution  of  £he  Minn.  Wool  Growers  Ass’n  urg? 

ing  extension  of  the  National  Wool  Act  without  apy  crippling  amendments. 

p.  2122 

12.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Sen,/ Humphrey  inserted  a  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  Chamber  of 

Commerce  resolution/urging  extension  of  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  for  5  years, 
pp.  2122-3 


13.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  S^n,  Humphrey  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  Central  Minn,  School 

Administrators'  urging  increased  appropriations  for  the  school-lunch  program, 
p.  2123 

14.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the  postal  rateNbill  would  be 

considered  Tues.,  Feb.  25,  to  which  would  be  offered  an  amendment \ttaching 
the  postal  pay  bill,  and  that  at  the  conclusion  of  action  on  the  birds  the 
Senape  would  proceed  to  consider  the  classified  pay  raise  bill.  pp.  \l34-6 
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TEMPORARY  INCREASE  IN  PUBLIC  DEBT  LIMIT 


February  20  (legislative  day,  February  19),  1958. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Air.  Byrd,  from  the  Committee  on  Finance,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

(To  accompany  H.  R.  9955] 


The  Committee  on  Finance,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9955)  to  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amend¬ 
ment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

General  Statement 

Section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  provides  a 
permanent  limit  of  $275  billion  on  the  amount  of  the  public  debt 
securities  which  may  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time.  In  the  83d 
.Congress  (Public  Law  686,  83d  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  the  public  debt  limit 
)was  temporarily  increased  from  $275  billion  to  $281  billion,  or  by  $6 
billion.  This  temporary  increase  was  extended  in  the  84th  Congress 
(Public  Law  124),  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  until  June  30,  1956,  and  again 
in  that  Congress  (by  Public  Law  678,  84th  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  but  this 
time  by  only  $3  billion  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1957.  After 
June  30,  1957,  the  public  debt  limit  reverted  to  the  permanent  limit 
of  $275  billion. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has  again  requested  that  the  existing 
debt  limit  be  temporarily  increased.  He  has  requested  that  the  per¬ 
manent  limit  be  temporarily  increased  to  $280  billion,  or  by  $5  billion, 
for  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enactment  and  ending  on 
June  30,  1959. 

Your  committee  is  concerned  both  about  the  necessity  of  increasing 
the  debt  limit  over  the  present  statutory  limit  of  $275  billion  and  the 
amount  of  the  temporary  increase  requested  by  the  administration. 
However,  in  view  of  the  Secretary’s  statement  (much  of  which  is 
quoted  below)  concerning  the  necessity  for  flexibility  in  managing  the 
fiscal  affairs  of  the  Government,  and  in  view  of  the  unsettled  condi¬ 
tions  confronting  the  United  States  on  both  the  economic  and  inter- 
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national  fronts,  it  is  deemed  necessary  to  provide  the  authority  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Secretary  and  to  increase  temporarily  the  maximum 
debt  limit  by  $5  billion  for  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959. 

In  providing  for  such  increase,  your  committee  places  primary 
reliance  upon  the  Secretary’s  assurance  that  those  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  will  exert  all  of  their  abilities  to  achieve  the  utmost  economy  in 
governmental  operations  and  to  manage  the  public  debt  as  best  they 
can  in  the  national  interest. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  made  the  folio wring  statement  before 
your  committee  in  support  of  this  increase: 

I  want  to  make  clear  at  the  outset  that  the  need  for  a 
debt  limit  increase  is  based  on — 

1.  The  fact  that  cash  balances  have  been  running  / 
distressingly  low  *  *  *. 

2.  There  is  need  for  more  flexibility  for  more  efficient 
and  economical  management  of  the  debt. 

3.  Even  with  a  balanced  budget  there  will  still  be 
large  seasonal  fluctuations  in  receipts  which  make 
operations  under  the  $275  billion  limitation  most  diffi¬ 
cult. 

This  request,  made  within  the  framework  of  our  1959 
budget  estimates  for  revenue  and  expenditures,  emphasizes 
not  only  much-needed  flexibility  as  outlined  above,  but  takes 
into  account  contingencies  which  might  develop  in  a  world 
filled  with  uncertainties. 

$  *  % 

One  of  the  most  serious  difficulties  encountered  by  the 
Treasury  in  operating  under  the  present  limitation  is  the 
problem  of  carrying  out  our  financing  in  an  orderly  and 
economical  manner.  A  large  portion  of  our  public  debt  is 
made  up  of  securities  with  relatively  short  maturity. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Some  part  of  this  short-term  indebtedness  is  coming  due 
each  month,  so  that  at  all  times  the  Treasury  is  faced  with 
substantial  refunding  problems.  An  objective  of  sound 
fiscal  policy  is  to  extend  the  maturity  of  new  issues  whenever 
opportunities  are  available,  so  as  to  avoid  concentrating  too 
large  a  portion  of  the  public  debt  in  the  area  of  short  maturi¬ 
ties. 

In  recent  years,  due  to  market  conditions  or  the  restric¬ 
tions  of  the  debt  limit,  opportunities  to  accomplish  this 
objective  have  not  been  very  frequent.  We  should  be  able 
to  take  advantage  of  opportunities  in  the  period  ahead  of  us. 
Under  the  present  debt  limit,  we  would  not  be  able  to  take 
full  advantage  of  such  opportunities.  During  the  past  sev¬ 
eral  months,  we  have  been  able  to  issue  only  relatively  small 
amounts  of  longer  maturities  on  two  occasions.  The  practice 
of  the  Government  going  frequently  to  the  market  disturbs 
not  only  the  market  for  Government  securities  but  also  the 
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market  for  corporate,  State,  and  municipal  securities.  We 
should  be  able  to  conduct  our  operations  on  a  scale  com¬ 
mensurate  with  our  needs  and  in  accordance  with  the  condi¬ 
tions  which  prevail.  We  should  as  far  as  possible  leave  the 
markets  freer  to  absorb  new  financing  by  State  and  local 
governments  and  private  businesses. 

The  circumstances  which  I  have  outlined,  in  our  judgment, 
require  a  prompt  temporary  increase  in  the  present  statutory 
debt  limitation.  We  will  still  experience  in  fiscal  year  1959 
a  continuation  of  seasonal  peaks  in  the  collection  of  corporate 
income  taxes.  These  collections  of  corporate  taxes  are  grad¬ 
ually  being  leveled  off,  but  there  are  still  large  seasonal 
fluctuations.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  necessary 
for  the  Treasury  to  borrow  large  sums  in  the  July-December 
period  to  meet  expenditures,  and  to  pay  off  such  borrowings 
in  the  January-June  period,  even  in  years  when  we  have 
balanced  budgets. 


It  is  difficult  to  make  precise  month-to-month  forecasts 
which  reflect  all  operations  of  the  Government,  including 
collection  of  a  great  many  types  of  revenues,  the  rates  of 
expenditures  under  the  programs  of  each  agency,  the  issue 
and  retirement  of  our  public  debt  obligations,  and  all  of  the 
multitude  of  operations  reflected  in  the  total  inflow  and  out¬ 
flow  of  the  Treasury.  We  have,  however,  made  estimates  of 
the  public  debt  and  cash  balances  which  are  based  upon  our 
best  judgment  as  of  the  moment,  and  I  am  submitting  for 
your  information  these  figures  in  the  attached  table  3. 
These  figures  assume  maintaining  mid-month  and  end-of- 
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month  cash  balances  of  $3.5  billion  and  for  an  allowance  of 
$3.0  billion  for  flexibility  in  financing  and  for  contingencies. 

We  want  to  reemphasize  that  we  are  now  at  the  period  of 
the  year  when  the  Treasury  finds  itself  in  a  most  difficult 
position  and  at  a  time  when  we  are  facing  major  financing 
operations.  We  respectfully  urge,  therefore,  that  the 
Congress  give  prompt  consideration  to  this  matter. 

We  at  the  Treasury  assure  you  that  we  will  exert  all  our 
abilities  to  achieve  the  utmost  economy  in  governmental 
operations  and  to  manage  the  public  debt  as  best  we  can  in 
the  national  interest. 
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H.  R.  9955 

[Report  No.  1297] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  23, 1958 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 

February  20  (legislative  day,  February  19),  1958 
Reported  by  Mr.  Byrd,  without  amendment 


AN  ACT 

To  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  during  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 

4  ment  of  this  Act  and  ending  on  June  30,  1959,  the  public 

5  debt  limit  set  forth  in  the  first  sentence  of  section  21  of  the 

6  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be  temporarily 

7  increased  by  $5,000,000,000. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  January  23,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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■airlines  the  use 

:ect  is  a  dissipa- 
iy  operating  ex- 
:lieve  that  this 
e  intent  of  Con- 
3AB  to  furnish 
the  development 

e  any  additional 
Civil  Aeronautics 
>vide  the  airlines 
*  *  to  maintain 
ent  of  air  trarfs- 
ipe  of  this  lan- 
opinion  of  the 
eals  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  only  la^t  month.  The 
court  said: 

“The  objective  of  the  Confess  is  plain. 
It  is  the  maintenance  and  continued  devel¬ 
opment  of  air  transportation  toyhe  extent 
and  of  the  quality  required  for  theSnational 
commerce,  postal  service,  and  defense.  The 
objective  is  on  a  grand  scale.  It  is  n^r  the 
public  interest.  It  is  vital.  The  wordsVsed 
are  important,  because  they  depict  with 
clarity  a  congressional  policy.  Moreover  tl 
payment  is  ‘to  enable  such  air  carrier.'  Com 
gress  did  not  put  the  responsibility  for 
development  of  an  air  transportation  system 
wholly  upon  Government  agencies.  In  this 
statute  the  Congress  sought  to  utilize  the 
abilities  and  the  capacities  of  the  private  air 
carriers.  The  purpose  of  the  compensation 
is  to  enable  the  carriers  ‘to  maintain  and 
continue  the  development.’  Maintenance  of 
an  adequate  air  transportation  system  is  one 
purpose.  Continued  development  is  the 
other — not  merely  development  but  contin¬ 
ued  development. 

Congress  proposed  to  supply  the  funds 
for  this  program  through  the  conduit  of  mail 
pay.  Carriers  are  to  be  paid  compensation 
for  carrying  the  mail,  not  only  in  amounts 
sufficient  to-  recompense  them  for  the  serv¬ 
ice  but  also  in  amounts  needed  for  the 
broader,  bigger  program  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest.  The  need  which  the  statute  seeks 
to  meet  is  not  the  need  of  the  carrier  for 
funds  for  its  own  private  purposes  for  its 
own  operation  or  profit.  It  is  the  need  for 
the  carrier  for  funds  to  enable  such  carrier 
to  carry  on  for  the  purposes  depicted  by  the 
Congress  in  the  interest  of  the  Nation. 

If  this  mandate  for  continuing  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  aid  transportation  is  to  be 
met  by  the  CAB,  the  CAB  must  provide  the 
necessary  subsidy,  not  only  for  operating 
needs,  but  also  to  provide  earnings  adequate 
to  give  the  airlines  the  credit  needed  to 
finance  their  capital  requirements.  The  CAB 
has  recognized  this  principle  in  its  own  de¬ 
cisions  and  has  quoted  the  language  of  thi 
United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  Hoi 
Natural  Gas  Co.  case,  that  to  be  fair  smd 
reasonable,  a  rate  should  be  sufficient  to 
assure  confidence  in  the  financial  integrity 
of  the  enterprise,  so  as  to  maintain  ij/s  credit 
and  to  attract  capital.  Therefor^  if  the 
CAB  follows  the  law,  the  subsidy/needed  by 
the  airlines  will  not  be  any  greater,  whether 
provided  in  the  form  of  the  higher  subsidy 
rate  alone  or  lower  subsidy  ry(te  plus  capital 
gains. 

In  fact,  enactment  of  Hf  R.  5822  will  save 
money  for  the  taxpayers.  If  capital  gains 
are  taken  away  there /will  be  no  incentive 
for  the  airlines  to  dispose  of  their  used  flight 
equipment.  Retention  of  marginal  equip¬ 
ment  will  mean  higher  costs  and  less  effi¬ 
cient  operations  >which,  in  turn,  will  have  to 
be  paid  for  tty  increased  subsidy  under 
the  mandate  of  the  act. 

Meanwhile1;  the  Treasury  loses  the  benefit 
of  the  capital  gains  taxes  on  the  used  equip¬ 
ment  whjch  otherwise  would  have  been  sold. 

Furthermore,  unless  the  airlines  can  main¬ 
tain  a/modern  fleet  of  aircraft,  the  Air  Force 
may/not  be  able  to  continue  to  rely  upon 
th?/ airlines  for  its  strategic  air  transport  re¬ 


serve  in  case  of  national  emergency.  Such  a 
fleet  would  have  to  be  otherwise  provided  at 
Government  expense. 

H.  R.  5822  has  been  passed  by  the  House, 
approved  without  dissent  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  and  an  earlier  version  of  the  bill 
was  passed  by  the  Senate  during  the  84th 
Congress.  The  matter  has  been  pending  be¬ 
fore  Congress  and  the  CAB  for  nearly  2  years. 
The  delay  has  been  detrimental  and  be¬ 
comes  more  so  with  each  passing  day.  The 
reasons  for  enactment  are  compelling,  as  is 
the  urgency  of  the  times;  failure  to  enact 
immediately  would  appear  inexcusable. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
business  of  the  Senate  is  concluded  to¬ 
day,  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  until  12 
o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

INSTRUCTION  OF  U.  S.  S.  “ARI- 
)NA”  MEMORIAL  AT  PEARL  HARy 
B<! 

The\  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  laws  before  the  Senate  thy  un¬ 
finished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
Jt.  5809)  to  authorize  con- 
S.  S.  Arizona  memorial 


of  the  bill  (I 
struction  of  a' 
at  Pearl  Harbo? 


INFERENCE  ON 
S  OF  UNITED 
AL^SECURITY 


THE  FEBRUARY  23 

FOREIGN  ASPE 

STATES  NATIO: 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  PresiHent,  this  com¬ 
ing  Tuesday,  irythe  Statler\Hotel,  there 
will  convene  one  of  the  moscSsignificant, 
and  potentially  useful,  gatherings  which 
has  occurred  in  a  very  long  time  in  our 
Nation’s  Capital. 

I  refer  to  the  National  Confer eris^e  on 
Foreign  Aspects  of  United  States  ^a- 
tion^i  Security. 

lis  is  the  conference  at  which  will  bl 
p/fesent  many  of  the  great  leaders  of  our 
md;  in  public  office  and  in  private  life. 
’Its  purpose  will  be  to  consider  the  im¬ 
portance  of  American  security  through 
the  maintenance  of  sound  foreign  pol¬ 
icy — political,  military,  and  economic. 

It  is  the  good  fortune  of  this  Nation 
that  there  is  at  the  helm  of  this  con¬ 
ference  one  of  our  finest  public  servants 
and  able  businessmen,  an  outstanding 
worker  in  the  vineyard  for  peace  and 
prosperity,  Mr.  Eric  Johnston. 

It  will  be  my  purpose  within  the  next 
few  days,  to  comment  on  some  of  the 
phases  of  the  problem  which  he,  and  his 
associates,  will  be  meeting  head  on. 

Naturally,  we  all  appreciate  that  no  1- 
day  conference  can  hope  to  make  a  last¬ 
ing  dent  in  a  problem  so  big,  so  varied; 
yes,  so  controversial. 

But  we  have  every  reason  to  believe 
that  a  great  deal  will  be  accomplished 
and  that,  thereafter,  there  will  be  an  ef¬ 
fective  follow  through. 

I  send  to  the  desk,  now,  the  text  of 
two  releases  which  have  been  issued  by 
Mr.  Johnston’s  office. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  both  oL 
these  releases  be  printed  at  this  point  jh 
the  body  of  the  Record.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  release 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows ; 

National  Conference  on  Foreign  Aspects 
of  United  States  National  Security 

Approximately  one  hundred  political,  civic, 
educational  and  religious  le/xlers  have  ac¬ 
cepted  invitations  for  place?  of  honor  at  the 
Conference  on  Foreign  Aspects  of  National 
Security  to  be  held  at  yt le  Statler  Hotel  on 
February  25. 

The  nonpartisan  /Conference  has  been 
called  by  Eric  Johpston  at  the  request  of 
President  Eisenhower  to  explore  means  of 
conveying  to  our/citizens  a  fuller  flow  of  in¬ 
formation  about  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram.  The  fhfal  event  of  the  all-day  meet¬ 
ing  will  be  y  dinner  at  which  the  President 
will  delivei/ a  major  foreign  policy  address. 

During/che  course  of  the  day  the  confer¬ 
ence  wifi  be  addressed  by  Vice  President 
Nixonyrormer  President  Harry  Truman;  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  John  Foster  Dulles;  former 
Governor  Adlai  E.  Stevenson;  Neil  H.  Mc- 
EJi*oy,  Secretary  of  Defense;  Allen  W.  Dulles, 
director  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency; 
fRev.  Edwin  T.  Dahlberg,  president  of  the 
National  Council  of  Churches  of  Christ  in 
the  U.  S.  A.;  Rabbi  Theodore  L.  Adams, 
president  of  the  Synagogue  Council  of 
America;  and  Bishop  Fulton  J.  Sheen,  aux¬ 
iliary  bishop  of  New  York. 

Acceptances  to  date  for  the  speakers’  table 
at  the  dinner  meeting  include:  Mrs.  Dwight 
Eisenhower;  Neil  H.  McElroy,  Secretary  of 
Defense;  Christian  Herter,  Under  Secretary 
of  State;  Douglas  Dillon,  Deputy  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State;  James  H.  Smith,  Jr.,  Director 
of  International  Cooperation  Administra¬ 
tion;  Senators  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  majority 
leader;  William  F.  Knowland,  minority 
leader;  Everett  M.  Dirksen,  minority  whip; 
Leverett  Saltonstall,  chairman  Republican 
conference;  Theodore  F.  Green,  chairman. 
Foreign  Relations  Committee;  Alexander 
Wiley,  Foreign  Relations  Committee;  Thom¬ 
as  Hennings;  Representatives  Sam  Rayburn, 
Speaker  of  the  House;  Joseph  W.  Martin,  Jr., 
minority  leader;  Carl  Albert,  majority  whip; 
Leslie  C.  Arends,  minority  whip;  Charles 
Halleck;  Thomas  E.  Morgan,  chairman,  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee;  Robert  Chiper- 
field,  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee; 
Clarence  Cannon,  chairman.  House  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee;  John  Taber,  House 
v  Appropriations  Committee;  Chief  Justice  of 
tjie  United  States  Earl  Warren  and  Mrs. 

irren;  Mrs.  Richard  Nixon;  Mrs.  John 
Foster  Dulles;  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sherman 
Adams;  Eugene  Black,  President  of  Inter¬ 
national  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  De¬ 
velopment;  Samuel  C.  Waugh,  chairman,  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank:  Adlai  E.  Stevenson; 
Thomas  E\Dewey;  Milton  Eisenhower;  Gen¬ 
eral  Alfred'Gruenther,  president,  American 
Red  Cross;  Danny  Kaye;  Leonard  Golden- 
son,  president\  American  Broadcasting  Co.; 
Frank  Stanton^  president  of  Columbia 
Broadcasting  Co\  General  David  Sarnoff, 
chairman.  Radio  Corporation  of  America; 
Ralph  Bunche,  Under  Secretary  United  Na¬ 
tions;  Mayor  Robert  K,  Wagner;  Mrs.  Anna 
Rosenberg;  Mrs.  Perte  Mesta;  Samuel 
Cardinal  Stritch,  Chicago;  Rt.  Rev.  Henry 
Knox  Sherrill,  presiding  bishop  of  the  Epis¬ 
copal  Church. 

Acceptances  for  the  speakei'e’  table  at  the 
luncheon  meeting,  to  be  addressed  by  former 
President  Truman,  include  to  'date  Under 
Secretary  of  State  Christian  Herter;  Deputy 
Secretary  of  State  Douglas  Dillon;  Dr.  James 
Killian;  Assistant  Secretary  of  DefensdMans- 
field  D.  Sprague;  James  H.  Smith.  Jr.,  Ejirec- 
tor,  International  Cooperation  Admini^ra- 
tion;  Dempster  McIntosh,  Manager,  Intern 
tional  Development  Loan  Fund;  George  Allei 
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Director  of  USIA;  Senators  Carl  Hayden, 
Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  William  F.  Knowland, 
Everett  M.  Dn>ksen,  Thomas  Hennings,  Theo¬ 
dore  F.  Green.Alexander  Wiley;  Representa¬ 
tives  Sam  Rayb\irn,  Joseph  W.  Martin,  Jr., 
Leslie  C.  Arends,  Charles  Hallack,  Thomas  E. 
Morgan,  Robert  Cliipperfield;  Clarence  Can¬ 
non;  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Dean  Acheson,  Gov.  Orville 
Freeman,  of  Minnesota  Milton  Eisenhower; 
Col.  Jake  M.  Avery;  Mrs.  Merriweather  Post. 

The  afternoon  program  includes  a  panel 
discussion  on  the  proposed,  mutual-security 
program  for  the  next  fiscal  Year,  led  by  Vice 
President  Nixon,  and  a  panel  an  private  edu¬ 
cational  activities,  led  by  Mr.  Johnston. 

Cochairmen  of  the  conference  are  Mrs.  J. 
Ramsay  Harris  and  Mr.  Erie  Cocker  Jr. 

National  Conference  on  Foreign  Aspects  of 
United  States  National  Securit 

Acting  on  the  request  of  the  President ^Eric 
Johnston  has  invited  a  number  of  dis  ' 
guished  Americans  and  the  leaders  of  near' 

300  national  organizations  to  attend  a  ConJ' 
ference  on  Foreign  Aspects  of  United  States 
National  Security  to  be  held  in  Washington 
on  February  25,  1958. 

President  Eisenhower  will  make  the  prin¬ 
cipal  address  of  the  1-day  conference  at  a 
dinner  meeting  at  the  Statler  Hotel. 

Others  who  have  accepted  invitations  to 
address  the  conference  are  former  President 
Harry  S.  Truman,  Vice  President  Richard  M. 
Nixon,  Secretary  of  State  John  Foster  Dulles, 
Adlai  E.  Stevenson,  and  former  Secretary  of 
State  Dean  G.  Acheson. 

Attendance  will  include  distinguished  citi¬ 
zens  and  organization  leaders  in  the  religions, 
agriculture,  education,  industry,  labor,  the 
professions  and  the  arts,  women’s  affairs, 
community  and  civic  activity,  and  other 
areas  of  American  community  life. 

Erie  Cocke,  Jr.,  of  Dawson,  Ga.,  former 
national  commander  of  the  American  Legion^p 
and  vice  president  of  Delta  Airlines,  and  Mrs. 
Ellen  Harris,  of  Denver,  Colo.,  former  member 
of  the  International  Development  Advisory 
Board,  will  serve  with  Mr.  Johnston  as  co- 
chairmen  of  the  conference. 

The  preliminary  program  for  the  confer¬ 
ence  is  as  follows: 

9:30  morning  session 

Opening  address:  The  Honorable  John  Fos¬ 
ter  Dulles,  Secretary  of  State. 

Address:  The  Honorable  Adlai  E.  Steven¬ 
son. 

The  Reasons  for  Military  Assistance,  the 
Honorable  Neil  H.  McElroy,  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense. 

The  Soviet  Economic  and  Trade  Offensive, 
the  Honorable  Allen  W.  Dulles,  Director,  Cen¬ 
tral  Intelligence  Agency. 

The  Moral  Foundations  of  United  States 
Foreign  Assistance,  Rev.  Edwin  T.  Dahlbffrg, 
National  Council  of  Churches  of  Christ  in 
the  U.  S.  A.;  Rabbi  Theodore  L.  Adams/presi- 
dent,  Synagoge  Council  of  America  ^Bishop 
Fulton  J.  Sheen,  auxiliary  bishop^  of  New 
York. 

1 2  : 3  0 ,  LUNCHEON  SESSIi 

Introduction:  The  Honorable  Dean  G. 
Acheson,  former  Secretary  of/State. 

Speaker:  The  Honorable  Ilarry  S.  Truman, 
former  President  of  the  United  States.  ! 

2:30,  AFTERNOON  SESSION  J? 

The  Proposed  Mutual  Security  Program,' 
the  Honorable  Richa/d  M.  Nixon,  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United ^States. 

Question  and  answer  panel:  The  Honor¬ 
able  Richard  M;  Nixon;  the  Honorable  C. 
Douglas  Dillon;  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of 
State;  the  Honorable  Mansfield  D.  Sprague, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense;  the  Honorable 
James  H.  ismith,  Jr.,  Director,  International 
Cooperation  Administration;  the  Honorable 
Dempster  McIntosh,  Manager,  Development 
Loan  /Fund. 

Panel  on  Post- Conference  Education  r  Mr. 
Er>c  Johnston,  Mr.  Erie  Cocke,  Jr.,  and  others. 


Dinner  session:  The  Honorable  Dwight  D. 
Eisenhower,  President  of  the  United  States. 

All  sessions  of  the  conference  will  be  held 
at  the  Statler  Hotel,  beginning  at  9:30  a.  m. 
and  closing  with  the  principal  address  by  the 
President  at  the  dinner  meeting. 

The  conference  originated  with  the  request 
of  the  President,  addressed  to  Mr.  Johnston 
on  January  11,  1958,  to  organize  a  bipartisan 
assembly  of  citizens  to  “explore  means  of 
conveying  to  our  citizens  a  fuller  flow  of  in¬ 
formation  on  the  foreign  aspects  of  our  na¬ 
tional  security.” 

The  conference  will  center  on  the  require¬ 
ments  of  United  States  foreign  economic  pol¬ 
icy,  with  special  emphasis  on  economic  part¬ 
nership  with  the  developing  nations  of  the 
free  world;  and  on  ways  and  means  of  bring¬ 
ing  the  facts  on  foreign  economic  policy  to 
the  American  people. 

In  his  letter  to  Mr.  Johnston,  the  President 
said: 

“In  recent  weeks  there  have  come  to  the 
White  House  many  inquiries  with  respect  to 
the  foreign  aspects  of  our  national  security. 

'hey  indicate  a  natural  and  keen  desire  to 
receive  fuller  information  in  these  particular 
fields. 

“IrV. our  free  society  the  Government  has  a 
duty  ua  keep  the  people  informed  on  what  it 
proposed  to  do,  and  why.  Without  full  pub-y 
lie  awareness  it  is  difficult  for  the  Nation 
put  forward  maximum  effort  and  obtain  mp 
imum  results 

“In  the  light  of  the  numerous  requests 
that  I  have  received,  it  would  be  highly  grati¬ 
fying  to  me  and  Ygreat  service  to  the  Nation 
if  you  would  be  willing  to  call  in  Washington 
a  conference  of  business  and  Organization 
leaders,  bipartisan  in.  character,  to  explore 
means  of  conveying  to\our  citizens  a  fuller 
flow  of  information  on  Nth foreign  aspects 
of  our  national  security.” 

- - - T 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  IN  THE 
PUBLIC  DEBT  LIMIT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business,  H.  R.  5822,  be  temporarily 
laid  aside,  and  that  H.  R.  9955,  having  to 
do  with  the  raising  of  the  debt  limit  be 
made  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
9955)  to  provide  for  a  temporary  increase 
in  the  public  debt  limit. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  For  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate,  while  this  will  be  the 
pending  business,  no  action  will  be  taken 
on  it  until  Monday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  SCIENTIFIC 
ENGINEERING  AND  OTHER  PRO¬ 
FESSIONAL  MANPOWER 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  last 
year  I  had  occasion  to  mention  on  the 
Senate  floor  the  excellent  report  which 
Dr.  Charles  A.  Quattlebaum,  of  the  Li¬ 
brary  of  Congress,  prepared  on  The  De¬ 
velopment  of  Scientific  Engineering  and 
Other  Professional  Manpower.  Those 
of  us  who  requested  this  report  from  the 
Library  of  Congress  were  pleased  at  the 
excellent  and  dispassionate  method  with 


which  Dr.  Quattlebaum  dealt  with  thj 
complicated  subject. 

I  was  pleased,  Mr.  President,  to  notice 
in  the  January  1958  issue  of  the  Educa¬ 
tional  Record  an  article  by  Dr.  Quattle¬ 
baum  entitled  “The  E-Bomb :  tC Proper 
Instrument  of  Civilization  ir/  the  Nu¬ 
clear  Age.”  This  article  not  only  con¬ 
denses  Dr.  Quattlebaum’s  Report  of  last 
year,  but  it  also  supplements  that  report. 
The  information  contaiyied  in  Dr.  Quat¬ 
tlebaum’s  new  article  is,  if  anything,  of 
greater  and  more  wide  interest  now  than 
the  basic  report  wyu>  at  the  time  of  its 
preparation  last  ye ar  in  advance  of  the 
sputniks. 

I  congratulate  Dr.  Quattlebaum  on  this 
new  contribution,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  text  of  his  article  be 
printed  at/this  point  in  the  Record. 

There/being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Thi^TS-Bomb:  A  Proper  Instrument  of  Civi¬ 
lization  in  the  Nuclear  Age  1 
(By  Dr.  Charles  A.  Quattlebaum) 

A  number  of  years  ago  H.  G.  Wells  pointed 
out  that  the  fate  of  civilization  depends  upon 
the  outcome  of  a  race  between  education  and 
catastrophe.  We  may  be  nearing  the  end  of 
that  race. 

The  war  which  international  communism 
is  waging  against  us  is  being  presently  fought 
not  with  such  spectacular  weapons  as  guided 
missiles,  but  with  education,  a  proper  instru¬ 
ment  of  civilization,  seized  upon  and  con¬ 
verted  to  use  as  a  weapon.  With  that  in¬ 
strument  we  may  be  defeated  unless  we 
awake  to  the  full  possibilities  of  its  use  for 
our  own  defense. 

Shortly  after  Russia's  pioneer  launching 
of  a  space  satellite,  the  American  public 
received  information  that  the  Communists 
had  won  another  first — possession  of  opera¬ 
tional  •  ballistic  missiles.  Responsible  offi¬ 
cials  of  our  Government  have  pronounced 
them  capable  of  placing  atomic  explosives 
across  continents  and  oceans,  in  devastating 
evidence  of  Russian  acquisition  of  scientific 
knowledge. 

However,  unless  the  Communists  achieve 
another  scientific  breakthrough  giving  them 
ability  fully  to  destroy  our  retaliatory  power, 
it  is  unlikely  that  they  will  attack  us  soon 
Vth  their  gadgets  of  death.  “We  don't  have 
to'fight,”  Communist  Party  Secretary  Khru¬ 
shchev  recently  boasted,  "let  us  have  peace¬ 
ful  competition  and  we  will  show  you  [Amer¬ 
icans  ]  Nwhere  the  truth  lies— victory  is  ours 
[the  Communists’].”  He  declared  that:  “The 
capitalists\always  regard  our  people  as  being 
backward,  hut  today  we  have  more  engineers 
and  more  supporting  engineering  personnel 
than  any  capitalist  country.” 

As  former  United  States  Senator  William 
Benton  (now  chairman  of  the  board,  En¬ 
cyclopaedia  Britanhica)  has  observed:  “The 
Communists  from  the  earliest  days  gave  up 
butter  for  guns,  but  Y^iey  gave  up  meat  for 
education.” 

Education  is  the  E-bod\b  of  the  cold  war. 
President  Eisenhower  haY.  described  it  as 
"more  important  than  ouY.Nike  batteries, 
more  necessary  than  our  radak  warning  nets, 


1This  article  is  based  upon  a  Comprehen¬ 
sive,  analytic  report  on  the  Development  of 
Scientific,  Engineering,  and  Other\Profes- 
sional  Manpower,  prepared  by  Mr.  Quattle¬ 
baum  and  printed  in  simultaneous  editions 
for  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atom\ 
Energy,  and  the  House  Committee  on  Educa^N 
tion  and  Labor.  Copies  of  the  172-page  doc¬ 
ument  will  be  available  free  from  each  of 
these  committees  ns  long  as  its  supply  lasts. 
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I  wish  to  repeat  that  statement.  It  is 
the  responsibility  of  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  do  those  things  which  will  create 
lk  private  industry  well-paying  jobs, 
which  are  absolutely  essential  to  the 
security  and  happiness  of  our  people. 

I  iNnw  of  no  other  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  winch  would  help  to  accomplish 
that  result  now  as  well  as  would  this  bill. 

As  you  anow,  Mr.  President,  the  job- 
creation  possibilities  in  building  a  house 
are  almost  limitless.  Beginning  with 
the  men  who  diS  the  basement,  the  bene¬ 
fits  which  accrue^  to  all  segments  of  our 
economy  from  the  construction  of  a 
home  are  almost  fSmtastic.  From  the 
standpoint  of  the  actual  construction 
labor  alone,  they  ranjpt  from  the  com¬ 
mon  laborer  to  the  skilled  workman. 
The  benefits  flow  to  the  bricklayer,  the 
stonemason,  the  carpenter,  the  plasterer, 
the  painter,  the  electrician,  tn^  plumber, 
and  the  roofer.  \ 

Building  construction  provides  jobs  for 
the  people  who  make  the  concrete  clocks, 
the  nails,  the  electrical  wiring,  the  light¬ 
ing  fixtures,  the  refrigerators,  the  stoves, 
the  washing  machines,  the  furnaces,  the 
plumbing  equipment,  and  the  hundreds  n 
of  other  items  which  go  into  the  modern 
home. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  modern  home  there  are 
used  about  3,000  articles,  the  production 
of  which  is  helpful  to  all  phases  of  labor 
and  the  business  community.  It  takes 
2  man-years  of  la,bor  to  construct  the 
average  home.  Mr.  President,  I  know  of 
no  more  logical  step  for  Congress  to  take 
at  this  time  than  to  pass  the  bill. 

The  philosophy  of  veterans  housing- 
legislation  has  long  since  been  adopted 
by  Congress  and  is  not  now  at  issue. 

Under  the  GI  housing  bill  some  $42 
billion  has  flowed  into  our  economy.  It 
has  been  a  good  investment.  The  loss 
ratio  has  been  about  six-tenths  of  1  per¬ 
cent.  Less  than  36,000  out  of  more  than 
5  million  loans  have  been  defaulted. 
The  actual  dollar  loss  on  home  loans  has 
been  under  $20  million.  More  than 
1,127,000  veterans  have  paid  their  homo*' 
loans  in  full.  Of  the  14  million  persons 
eligible  for  loans  under  the  GI  bill,  only 
28,000  commitments  ai*e  outstanding  at 
the  moment.'  / 

That  gives  some  idea  of  the  extent  to 
which  the  number  of  loans  Aas  been 
reduced,  and  for  only  one  reas*m,  namely, 
that  the  mortgages  cannot  be  sold.  Like¬ 
wise,  we  are  given  some  i^ea  of  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  employment  would  be  in¬ 
creased  if  500,000  Gl/houses  could  be 
built  this  year.  This/is  not  impossible, 
because  669,000  werenauilt  in  1955. 

I  recognize  thatythere  are  now  and  al¬ 
ways  have  been/  certain  areas  in  the 
United  States ^here  prospective  home 
buyers  have  extreme  difficulty  in  arrang¬ 
ing  for  montage  credit.  For  the  most 
part,  thesa/ire  the  rural  areas  and  small 
towns.  That  is  why  my  bill  includes  a 
2-year  Extension  of  the  VA  direct  loan 
progi^fin. 

'TKeve  is  a  twofold  purpose  in  increas¬ 
ing the  loan  maximum.  First,  the  maxi- 
nmm  was  set  in  1950,  and  there  has  been 
/a  substantial  increase  in  the  cost  of  resi¬ 
dential  construction  since  that  date. 
Second,  the  increased  earnings  of  Amer¬ 


icans  generally,  and  particularly  vet¬ 
erans,  makes  it  possible  for  them  to  de¬ 
sire  and  pay  for  better  housing  accom¬ 
modations. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  if  we  pass 
the  bill  we  could  well  create  a  market  for 
as  many  GI  homes  in  1958  as  we  pro¬ 
vided  in  1955.  I  said  a  moment  ago  that 
I  do  not  think  it  is  unreasonable  to  ex¬ 
pect  500,000  houses  to  be  built.  I  see  no 
reason  why  as  many  should  not  be  built 
in  the  next  12  months  as  were  built  in 
1955. 

That  would  mean  669,000  new  home 
owners;  669,000  l’efrigerators;  669,000 
construction  jobs,  each  requiring  2  man- 
years  of  labor;  669,000  stoves;  669,000 
furnaces;  669,000  washirtg  machines;  and 
669,000  more  of  everything  else  that  goes 
into  the  building  of  a  house. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  such  a 
program  would  at  once  do  effective  work 
for  the  economy  of  our  Nation;  at  the 
same  time,  it  would  provide  the  homes  to, 
which  our  veterans  are  entitled  under  the 
law.  _  / 

I  repeat :  Congress  has  already  adopted 
the  philosophy  in  the  GI  housings  law. 
It  was  first  expressed  in  1944,  ana  since 
■Uiat  date  Congress  has  repeatedly  re¬ 
newed  it.  v  / 

Another  consequence  whim  will  re- 
sultTrom  the  reactivation  of  the  GI  loan 
program  will  be  the  elimination  of  some 
of  the  dangerous  secondary  bori’owing 
devices  which  have  recently  sprung  into 
use.  \  / 

Published\eporter  of  the  estimates  of 
sepond  mortgages/behind  primary  con¬ 
ventional  loan.A/how  a  somewhat  dis¬ 
turbing  incidejfcNpf  these  cases  in  cer¬ 
tain  areas  of/the  country.  For  example, 
the  director  of  thn\Los  Angeles  office 
of  FHA  estimated  tmyt  from  70  to  80 
percent  /Of  all  cases  involving  conven¬ 
tional  .mortgage  financing  also  involved 
second  mortgages  or  contracts.  This 
dangerous  practice  can  best  be  curbed  by 
rmfking  available  reasonable  Nlerms  on 
alternative  financing.  \ 

'  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  billwnll  ex¬ 
tend  the  entitlement  of  World  War  II 
veterans  for  a  period  of  two  years  item 
its  present  termination  date  of  July  35, 
1958.  \ 

There  still  are  about  10  million  World 
War  II  veterans  who  have  not  made  use 
of  their  loan  guaranty  benefit. 

Korean  veterans  will,  of  course,  have 
until  January  31,  1965,  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  a  loan  guaranteed  by  the  Vet¬ 
erans  Administration. 

I  am  advocating  the  extension  for 
World  War  II  veterans  because  I  know 
that  many  of  them  have  delayed  their 
home  purchase  plans  fully  intending  to 
take  advantage  of  their  entitlement  be¬ 
fore  the  expiration  date;  but  during  the 
past  iy2  years  or  more,  when  mortgage 
capital  began  to  tighten,  they  have  found 
it  impossible  to  get  a  GI  loan. 

I  think  it  only  fair  that  we  help  those 
World  War  II  veterans  whose  plans  have 
thus  been  frustrated  to  take  advantage 
of  this  benefit. 

It  is  my  film  conviction  that  the  way 
to  meet  the  present  problem  brought 
about  by  the  backward  step  which  our 
economy  has  taken  is  to  help  private 
industry  do  the  job.  I  do  not  believe  we 


can  solve  the  problem  of  creating  em¬ 
ployment  for  all  willing  workers/simply 
by  pumping  Federal  funds  into  our 
economy.  Certainly  I  favor  sfime  of  the 
proposed  public  works  progrjuns.  But  in 
my  opinion  such  programs  should  be 
limited  to  those  which  a/e  necessary  to 
do  the  jobs  that  private/capital  is  unable 
to  undertake.  Except/for  the  moderate 
direct  loan  program/upon  which  I  com¬ 
mented  earlier,  I  believe  that,  given  the 
necessary  assistance,  private  industry 
will  take  care  of  the  need  of  providing 
better  housing/for  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  afford,  at 
this  time,  t/  allow  the  GI  program  to  die 
either  through  its  natural  termination  or 
through/disuse  caused  by  an  unrealistic 
interest  rate.  I  say  this  both  from  the 
standpoint  of  those  veterans  who  want  to 
use/their  entitlement,  but  are  unable  to 
dp  so,  as  well  as  with  an  eye  on  a  residen¬ 
tial  construction  industry.  Either  of 
these  reasons  is  an  adequate  motivating 
force,  and  the  combination  makes  it  a 
must. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks  the  text  of  a  statement 
made  by  the  national  economic  com¬ 
mission  of  the  American  Legion,  and  also 
the  text  of  a  resolution  adopted  by  the 
1957  convention  of  the  American  Legion, 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  resolution  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

(See  exhibits  A  and  B.) 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
quote  from  the  resolution  one  paragraph 
which  recommends  exactly  what  the  bill 
provides  with  respect  to  interest  rates: 

Resolved  by  the  American  Legion  in  na¬ 
tional  convention  assembled  at  Atlantic  City, 
N.  J.,  September  16-19,  1957,  That  appropri¬ 
ate  legislation  be  enacted  by  the  Congress 
to  provide  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’  Af¬ 
fairs  with  the  same  authority  to  regulate 
interest  on  VA  loans  as  the  FHA  Administra¬ 
tor  now  exercises  over  FHA  loans,  with  au¬ 
thority  within  realistic  limits  to  increase  or 
decrease  rates  to  meet  changing  conditions 
as  they  occur,  in  order  to  assure  the  con¬ 
tinued  flow  of  GI  loans  under  private 
auspices. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  makes  the  in¬ 
terest  rates  flexible.  It  gives  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  the  right  to  raise  or  lower  them. 
l\call  that  point  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate.  A  day  may  come — and  I  hope  it 
wilN-when  the  Veterans’  Administrator 
will  IHwer  the  interest  rates,  depending 
on  the\conomic  conditions  at  that  time. 

But  acSthe  moment  we  are  all  talking 
and  thinkrcg  about  the  4*4  million  per¬ 
sons  who  aJ»e  unemployed.  Here  is  an 
opportunity,  Nunder  the  existing  law 
which  can  be  extended,  to  accomplish, 
under  the  sameS.  principle  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  ms  heretofore  been  so 
successful,  the  builomg  of  several  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  GI  homes.  This  will,  in 
my  opinion,  put  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  unemployed  persons  toywork. 

I  wish  to  point  out  one  statement  the 
American  Legion’s  economiK  committee 
makes,  as  set  forth  in  the  exhibit : 

The  simple  truth  is  that  no  oneycan  pos¬ 
sibly  lend  money  today  at  4  f2  percent. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Bankin\and 
Currency  Committee  will  immediately 
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ihold  hearings  on  the  bill,  and  that  Con¬ 
gress  will  pass  it.  I  am  sure  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  hold  hearings  on  it  imme-J 
cmately,  because  the  committee  has  a  vital 
interest  in  this  matter.  By  so  doing  we 
shall  really  do  something  worth  while  in 
respect  to  unemployment.  I 

\  Exhibit  A  / 

The  economic  committee  is  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  over  developments  adversely  affecting 
the  GI  home  loan  program.  / 

For!  the  past  8  months  the  VA  statistics 
show  that  World  War  II  and  Korean  veterans 
are  finning  it  increasingly  difficult  to  Obtain 
loans  as  4  y2  percent  to  purchase  homes.  In 
fact,  it  is  estimated  by  the  Veterans’  Admin¬ 
istration  officials  that  for  all  intent  and  pur¬ 
poses  tlie  program  will  come  to  a  /halt  by 
January  1958.  / 

The  simple  truth  is  that  no  one  /can  pos¬ 
sibly  lend!  money  today  at  4  y2  pereent.  In¬ 
terest  rates  have  risen  progressively  over  the 
past  6  yeans,  as  a  result  of  the  tremendous 
demand  for  money  for  all  purposes.  The 
present  fixed  interest  rate  on  GImome  loans 
has  thus  beeome  less  and  less  attractive  to 
investors.  \ 

As  broughti  out  in  testimony  before  the 
convention  committee,  because  of  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  GI  home  loans  in  today’s  market,  our 
veterans  are  currently  faced  vith  the  follow¬ 
ing  choices  tolborrow  monrfy  to  purchase 
homes:  \  / 

1.  Use  of  FHAuoans  with  rates  at  5 ’4  per¬ 
cent,  plus  one-half  percent/  for  FHA  insur¬ 
ance:  total  of  5%  percent.  / 

2.  Use  of  conventional  financing  requiring 
downpayments  from  20  percent  to  33%  per¬ 
cent  with  interest!  rates  /ranging  from  5  % 
percent  to  6  percent!  and  over;  or 

3.  Use  of  second  mortgages  at  rates  of  bet¬ 
ter  than  6,  7,  and  up  \o  19  percent. 

Each  of  these  alternatives  represented,  in 
the  committee’s  considered  view,  too  high 
a  price  to  pay  for  retention  of  a  fixed  interest 
rate — a  rate  which  in  iffect  is  preventing  the 
veteran  from  securing  the  GI  loans  to  which 
he  is  entitled.  7  \ 

The  committee,  rheaefore,  unanimously 
recommends  adoption  oftthe  enclosed  resolu¬ 
tion.  /  \ 


Exhibit  B 

Whereas  the  American  Legion  has  been  the 
guiding  force  behind  the  GI  bill  of  rights, 
which  includes  the  GI  hon\e-loari"program; 
and  /  \ 

Whereas  the  number  of  hAme  loans  being 
made  under  tha  GI  bill  is  declining  steadily 
because  the  interest  rate  is  no  longer  compet¬ 
itive  under  current  and  foreseeable  market 
conditions;  arm  \ 

Whereas  tne  failure  of  the!  Congress  to 
enact  legislation  to  permit  the\interest  rate 
on  GI  loans  jo  be  competitive,  has  prevented 
a  continuing  flow  of  funds  frpm  private 
sources  into  the  GI  home  loan  market;  and 
Whereas  /under  present  conditmns  home¬ 
purchasing  veterans  are  being  deprived  of  a 
GI  loan,  thereby  limited  to  conventional  and 
FHA  loans,  which  are  not  as  advantageous 
to  veterans  as  would  be  GI  loans  witm  a  com¬ 
petitive  rate;  and  \ 

Whereas  the  American  Legion  is  already  on 
record  fn  favor  of  a  flexible  rate  asvrecom- 
mendeal  in  the  Collins’  report,  approved  twice 
by  the/  national  executive  committee!  Now, 
therefore,  be  it  A 

Resplved  by  the  American  Legion  na¬ 
tional  convention  assembled  at  AtlanticiCity, 
N.  JJ.  September  16-19,  1957,  That  appropri¬ 
ate  legislation  be  enacted  by  the  Congress  to 
provide  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’  AfiVirs 
with  the  same  authority  to  regulate  interest 
on/VA  loans  as  the  FHA  Administrator  nlw 
exercises  over  FHA  loans,  with  authority 
within  realistic  limits  to  increase  or  decerafe 
rates  to  met  changing  conditions  as  they  ocv 
yur,  in  order  to  assure  the  continued  flow  oi 


CKLloans  under  private  auspices;  and  be  it, 
further. 

Resotbed,  That  the  legislative  cprrfmis- 
sion  and  tfte^taff  members  of  thp^ticonomic 
commission  b&Nnstructed  to  vigorously  pro¬ 
mote  this  progranhvnnd  thjerfigh  all  available 
media  make  a  grassrobJ^Sppeal  to  the  Legion 
membership  to  acjjyely'sjmport  this  move¬ 
ment  in  order  tn^nsure  continuation  of  the 
GI  home-lo^rfprogram  which  ri«s  proven  to 
be  of  su»n  inestimable  value  to  oitkmountry 
and  its  veterans. 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  OF  PUBLIC- 
DEBT  LIMIT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
pending  business  be  laid  before  the  Sen- 
SltiG 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  pend¬ 
ing  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9955)  to  provide  for 
a  temporary  increase  in  the  public-debt 
limit. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 

out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  has  reported  fav9r- 
ably  the  bill,  H.  R.  9955,  to  provide  for  a 
temporary  increase  in  the  Federal  debt 
limit.  Under  provision  of  the  bill  the 

temporary  increase  would  be  $5  billion, 
thus  raising  the  ceiling  from  $275  billion 
to  $280  billion  for  a  period  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  bill  to  June  30,  1959. 
As  of  July  1,  1959,  under  the  bill  the  debt 
ceiling  will  revert  to  the  permanent 
statutory  limit  of  $275  billion. 

The  bill,  of  course,  has  been  passed  by 
the  House ;  and  as  reported  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  the  language  of  the 
bill  is  identical  with  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House. 

This  is  the  fifth  time  since  1953  that  a 
temporary  increase  in  the  ceiling  has 
been  requested,  and  the  fourth  time  it 
has  been  granted. 

In  1953,  a  $15  billion  increase  was 
requested;  but  it  was  rejected  in  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee.  A  $9  billion 
increase  was  requested  in  1954  and  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  reduced  it  to 
$6  billion  for  1  year.  In  1955,  the  $6  bil¬ 
lion  temporary  increase  was  continued 
for  an  additional  year.  A  temporary  in¬ 
crease  of  $3  billion  was  granted  for  the 
year  ended  June  30,  1957. 

As  I  have  already  stated,  the  ceiling 
reverted  to  the  permanent  $275  billion 
limit  on  last  July  1,  in  the  absence  of  any 
request  by  the  administration  for  an¬ 
other  increase. 

The  $5  billion  temporary  increase  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  pending  bill  was  requested 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  Jan¬ 
uary  of  this  year.  The  Senate  Finance 
Committee  has  held  rather  exhaustive 
hearings  on  the  subject,  and  has  con¬ 
cluded — by  a  vote  of  10  to  5 — that  an 


increase  should  be  granted  in  the  amount 
requested^  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury. 

The  statutory  debt  limitation  is  nei¬ 
ther  new  nor  novel.  As  such,  statutory 
debt  limitations  have  been  in  effect  since 
World  War  I.  Prior  to  that  time  a  spe¬ 
cial  act  of  Congress  wafc  required  for 
each  bond  issue. 

Fiscal  officials  of  the  Government  time 
and  time  again  have  expressed  their 
belief;  that  there  should  be  a  statutory 
debt  limit,  and  the  value  of  limitation  on 
the  public  debt  is  thoroughly  docu¬ 
mented. 

In  justifying  this  temporary  increase 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Robert  B.  Anderson,  summarized 
the  need  at  this  time  for  a  debt  limit 
increase  as  follows:, 

1.  The  fact  that  cash  balances  have  been 
running  distressingly  low. 

2.  There  is  need  for  more  flexibility  for  more 
efficient  and  economical  management  of  the 
debt. 

3.  Even  with  a  balanced  budget  there  will 
still  be  large  seasonal  fluctuations  in  re¬ 
ceipts,  which  make  operations  under  the  $275 
billion  limitation  most  difficult. 

Those  were  the  main  reasons  advanced 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President,  on  the  basis 
of  the  figures  submitted  to  the  commit¬ 
tee,  the  administration  did  not  make  a 
case  for  this  $5  billion  temporary  in¬ 
crease.  With  the  debt  ceiling  at  $280 
billion,  according  to  the  Treasury’s  own 
estimates,  there  will  be  times  when  the 
leeway  under  the  ceiling  will  exceed  $12 
billion.  As  chairman  of  the  committee, 
I  am  confident  that  its  approval  of  this 
bill  was  largely  based  on  the  belief  that 
the  administration  has  overestimated  in¬ 
come  for  the  next  year  and  has  under¬ 
estimated  expenditures. 

This  situation  could  have  been  cor¬ 
rected,  had  the  administration  reduced 
nonessential  spending  when  the  budget 
was  presented. 

For  the  present  fiscal  year,  the  Con¬ 
gress  cut  appropriations  by  more  than 
$5  billion.  Yet,  even  before  the  Russian 
sputniks,  the  administration  increased 
its  expenditures  estimate.  This  makes 
it  clear  that,  with  huge  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  already  appropriated, 
control  of  expenditures  has  virtually 
been  lost  by  the  Congress. 

I  fear  that  raising  the  debt  limit  will 
open  the  door  to  another  era  of  deficit 
spending  and  will  result  in  starting  again 
the  inflationary  spiral.  The  value  of  the 
dollar  has  already  declined  more  than 
50  percent  since  1939. 

It  is  this  note  of  caution  that,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Finance  Committee,  I  present 
to  the  Senate,  for  its  action,  H.  R.  9955, 
in  response  to  the  vote  of  the  Senate  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee  on  reporting  the  bill. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  if  no 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Finance  de¬ 
sires  to  speak  at  this  time,  I  should  like 
to  make  some  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arizona  is  recognized. 

POSTAGE  RATES  AND  THE  PUBLIC  DEBT 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  the  bill, 
H.  R.  9955,  now  under  consideration  by 
the  Senate,  as  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  January  23, 1958,  pro- 
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vides  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the 
public  debt  limit  from  $275  to  $280  bil¬ 
lion.  It  comes  to  the  Senate  with  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  from  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  of  which  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  the 
chairman,  that  the  increase  be  limited  to 
$5  billion.  The  practical  effect  of  the  bill 
is  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  Mr.  Robert  B.  Anderson,  to 
utilize  the  good  faith  and  credit  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  bor¬ 
row  an  additional  5,000  million  dollars 
from  the  American  people. 

In  a  letter  I  addressed  to  him,  which 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  was  kind 
enough  to  include  in  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  hearings,  I  pointed  out  that  there 
would  now  be  no  necessity  for  any  in¬ 
crease  in  the  public  debt  limit  if  the  oper¬ 
ations  of  the  Post  Office  Department  had 
been  financed  on  a  break-even  basis  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  12  years.  To  demonstrate 
that  fact,  I  listed  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  deficits  for  each  year,  which  were : 


Year: 

1946 

1947 

1948 

1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 


Million 
$129 
—  206 
__  277 

577 
__  545 

—  565 

720 
650 
399 
363 
..  464 

522 


The  total  is  $5.4  billion. 

Mr.  President,  these  figures  show  that 
the  greatest  communication  system  in 
the  world  has  been  operated  since  1945 
at  the  greatest  loss  since  it  was  first  es¬ 
tablished  by  Benjamin  Franklin. 

My  motive  for  bringing  that  fact  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  is  to  solicit 
help  in  relieving  the  Senators  who  are 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  from  what  has  become  an  intol¬ 
erable  burden.  Year  after  year  my  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  compelled  by  the  dem¬ 
onstrated  needs  of  the  postal  service  to 
recommend  to  the  Senate  for  the  Post 
Office  Department  appropriations  of 
money  which  we  know  is  not  in  the 
Treasury  and  which  we  are  certain  will 
have  to  be  borrowed  to  pay  the  continu¬ 
ously  increasing  costs  of  providing  mail 
service  to  the  American  people. 

Every  appropriations  bill  reads  that 
the  expenditures  authorized  to  be  made 
by  its  terms  are  to  be  paid  “put  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  ap¬ 
propriated.”  How,  in  good  conscience, 
can  the  Senate  insist  that  sums  which 
are  obviously  required  to  keep  the  Post 
Office  Department  a  going  concern  must 
continue  to  be  borrowed?  That  issue  will 
have  to  be  considered  by  Members  of  this 
body  very  soon,  because  it  is  certain  that 
another  large  Post  Office  Department  de¬ 
ficiency  bill  will  come  over  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  at  an  early 
date  to  provide  the  money  required  to 
keep  the  Department  in  operation  for 
the  remainder  of  the  present  fiscal  year 
ending  on  the  30th  of  next  June. 

The  size  of  the  deficiency  will  depend 
to  a  considerable  degree  upon  the  final 
form  in  which  the  postal  pay-increase 


bill,  now  on  the  Senate  Calendar,  be¬ 
comes  a  law.  My  information  is  that  for 
every  month  the  increase  in  postal  pay 
is  made  retroactive,  the  Treasury  will 
have  to  provide  $17  million. 

The  question  naturally  arises,  Why 
has  the  Congress,  year  after  year,  neg¬ 
lected  to  put  the  Post  Office  Department 
on  a  sound  financial  basis?  It  is  of  rec¬ 
ord  that  every  other  civilized  country  in 
the  world  makes  its  postal  system  pay  its 
own  way.  It  is  true  that  American 
postal  workers  receive  higher  pay  than 
those  performing  similar  services  for 
other  nations,  but  by  their  efficiency  they 
earn  what  they  may  receive.  There  can 
be  no  legitimate  objection  to  a  pay  in¬ 
crease  at  the  present  time  if  the  revenues 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  are  in¬ 
creased  in  an  amount  sufficient  to  meet 
it. 

The  reason  the  Post  Office  Department 
has  not  been  made  to  pay  its  own  way  is 
no  great  secret.  It  is  common  knowl¬ 
edge  that  those  who  profit  by  low  postal 
rates  have  used  every  possible  influence 
to  prevent  rate  increases.  The  latest 
effort  in  that  respect  would  have  the 
Congress  adopt  the  idea  that  the  Post 
Office  Department  is  a  most  benevolent 
eleemosynary  institution  with  the  major 
purpose  of  contributing  to  the  public 
welfare  by  carrying  and  distributing  the 
mails  below  cost  as  a  public  service. 

That  astounding  assumption  of  why 
we  have  a  Post  Office  Department  is  ad¬ 
vanced  in  a  report  submitted  on  Febru¬ 
ary  26,  1957,  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  by  a  Citizens 
Advisory  Council  consisting  of  the 
following-named  persons : 

Mr.  Lovick  Pierce,  publishing  agent, 
Methodist  Publishing  House,  Nashville, 
Tenn. 

Mr.  Gene  Robb,  publisher,  Albany 
Times  Union,  Albany,  N.  Y. 

Mr.  Albert  M.  Anderson,  executive  vice 
president,  Reuben  H.  Donnelley  Co.,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill. 

Mr.  Walter  D.  Fuller,  chairman  of  the 
board,  Curtis  Publishing  Co.,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  Pa. 

Mr.  William  C.  Doherty,  president.  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Letter  Carriers, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dr.  Carey  H.  Bostian,  chancellor,  North 
Carolina  State  Agricultural  College, 
Raleigh,  N.  C. 

Dr.  Pendleton  Gaines,  president,  Wof¬ 
ford  College,  Spartanburg,  S.  C. 

The  findings  of  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Council  were  challenged  in  a  resolution 
adopted  at  the  regular  quarterly  meeting 
of  the  Advisory  Board  to  the  Postmaster 
General,  held  on  April  11,  1957.  The 
members  of  that  Board,  all  nominated  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  who  approved  the  resolution  are : 

John  S.  Coleman,  president,  Bur¬ 
roughs  Corp»,  Detroit,  Mich. 

James  H.  S.  Ellis,  president,  the  Kud- 
ner  Agency,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Richard  J.  Gray,  president,  building 
and  construction  trades  department, 
CIO-AFL,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Jack  Rohe  Howard,  president,  Scripps- 
Howard  Newspapers,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Rowland  Jones,  Jr.,  president,  Amer¬ 
ican  Retail  Federation,  Washington, 
D.  C. 
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Charles  M.  White,  chairman  of  the 
board,  Republic  Steel  Corp.,  Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

These  six  men,  each  occupying  respon¬ 
sible  positions,  approved  the  following 
statements  critisizing  the  report  made 
to  the  Senate  Committee  by  the  Citizens 
Advisory  Council.  I  quote  them: 

1.  It  exaggerates  the  costs  of  the  public 
services  rendered  by  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  to  a  total  of  nearly  $400  million  yearly 
whereas  the  more  accurate  costs  of  legiti¬ 
mate  public  services  including  free  mails  for 
the  blind  and  reduced  postage  rates  for 
periodicals  of  certain  nonprofit  organizations 
and  for  books,  films  and  related  materials 
for  educational  use  actually  total  less  than 
$30  million. 

2.  It  would  continue  to  saddle  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  country  with  huge  expenses 
which  should  be  paid  by  the  actual  users 
of  the  mails. 

3.  It  fallaciously  contends  there  is  “no 
postal  deficit  at  the  present  time”  by  using 
figures  3  years  old  which  completely  ignore 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  added 
postal  costs,  principally  pay  increases  and 
fringe  benefits  enacted  by  the  Congress  since 
then. 

4.  The  composition  of  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Council,  with  4  of  its  7  members  affiliated 
with  the  publishing  industry,  make  its  con¬ 
clusions  questionable. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Would  the  Senator 
mind  re-reading  the  names  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Citizens  Advisory  Council?  ' 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  Lovick  Pierce,  publishing  agent, 
Methodist  Publishing  House,  Nashville, 
Tenn. 

Mr.  Gene  Robb,  publisher,  Albany 
Times  Union,  Albany,  N.  Y. 

Mr.  Albert  M.  Andersen,  executive 
vice  president,  Rueben  H.  Donnelly  Co., 
Chicago,  Ill. 

Mr.  Walter  D.  Fuller,  chairman  of  the 
board,  Curtis  Phblishing  Co.,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  Pa. 

Mr.  William  C.  Doherty,  president, 
National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dr.  Carey  H.  Bostian,  chancellor, 
North  Carolina  State  Agricultural  Col¬ 
lege,  Raleigh,  N.  C. 

Dr.  Pendleton  Gaines,  president,  Wof¬ 
ford  College,  Spartanburg,  S.  C. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is,  4  of  the  7 
members  were  connected  with  publish¬ 
ers? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  assertion  of  the 
Citizens  Advisory  Council  was  challenged 
by  the  Postmaster  General’s  advisory 
board,  the  members  of  which  were 
nominated  by  the  President  and  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Arizqpa 
yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I  point 
out  that  on  the  Citizens  Advisory  Council 
is,  for  example,  the  chairman  of  the 
Board  of  Curtis  Publishing  Co.,  which 
circulates  the  Saturday  Evening  Post 
and  magazines  of  that  kind.  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  that  fact  because  publishers 
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are  very  much  interested  in  questions  of 
that  character. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  can  understand  why 
that  is  so.  A  long  time  ago,  during  the 
Wilson  administration,  when  I  was  a 
Member  of  the  other  House  of  Congress, 
I  received  letters  from  many  small  boys 
in  Arizona  who  distributed  the  Saturday 
Evening  Post,  protesting  against  a  bill 
then  before  the  Congress  which  would  re¬ 
sult  in  the  Saturday  Evening  Post  costing 
so  much  that  its  publishers  would  not  be 
able  to  let  them  continue  selling  the  mag¬ 
azines  for  5  cents.  It  was  proposed  by 
Mr.  Burleson,  the  then  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral,  that  there  be  an  increase  in  the 
postal  rates  on  advertising  matter,  and 
not  on  other  reading  material. 

I  replied  to  those  small  boys  and  said, 
“Don’t  you  worry,  son;  you  will  still 
have  a  job,  because  I  understand  that 
the  Saturday  Evening  Post  gets  $5,000 
a  page  for  its  advertising,  and  to  get 
advertising  it  has  to  have  circulation, 
and  you  help  get  the  circulation.” 

That  is  exactly  what  happened.  The 
Saturday  Evening  Post  continued  to  be 
sold  for  5  cents. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  For 
the  same  page  of  advertising,  for  which 
they  then  received  $5,000,  they  now  re¬ 
ceive  $25,000. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  illustrates  the 
present  high  cost  of  advertising. 

The  Citizens  Advisory  Council  has 
gone  to  great  lengths  to  show  that  the 
Post  Office  Department  is  performing 
public-welfare  services  which  amounted 
to  more  than  $392  million  in  1955.  The 
council  asserts  as  a  matter  of  principle 
that  services  of  that  kind  should  be  paid 
for  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury.  The 
council  would  have  Congress  “pass  the 
buck”  from  those  who  use  the  mails  to 
the  American  taxpayers  to  the  extent  of 
about  $400  million  each  year.  The  re¬ 
joinder  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
is  that  its  approved  cost-accounting  sys¬ 
tem  can  find  only  about  $30  million  which 
can  properly  be  charged  to  public-wel¬ 
fare  services  for  which  the  Department 
is  not  compensated. 

The  Post  Office  Department  could  be 
reimbursed  for  such  eosts  by  including 
in  the  postal  rate  bill,  H.  R.  5836,  now 
under  Senate  committee  consideration, 
the  text  of  the  bill,  H.  R.  5206,  intro¬ 
duced  by  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
Mr.  Murray.  The  estimated  amounts 
to  be  credited  to  that  Department  on  the 
books  of  the  Treasury  for  such  services 
based  upon  the  ascertained  cost  thereof 
in  1956  are  as  follows; 


Excess  rate  for  foreign  air  car¬ 
riers - - -  $1,143,000 

4th-class  books,  films,  and  re¬ 
lated  material _  14,  928,  000 

Reduced  rates,  nonprofit  news¬ 
papers  and  magazines _  2, 144,  000 

Pan  American  Union  penalty 

mail _  59,  000 

Free-in-county  mailing  privilege 

for  newspapers _  839,  000 

Free  postage  and  reduced  rates 

matter  for  the  blind _  912,  000 


Free  mailings,  Pan  American 
diplomatic  corps;  franking 
privilege  of  Edith  Bolling  Wil¬ 
son,  Grace  C.  Coolidge,  and 

Anna  Eleanor  Roosevelt _  $195,  000 

Reduced  rate  1  cent  per  pound 

publications  use  of  blind _  50,  000 

Free  mailing  privileges,'  Pan 

American  Sanitary  Bureau 5,  000 

Reduced  second-class  rates  on 
publications  designated  for 
classrooms  and  religious  use-  119,  000 
Reduced  3d-class  rates,  certain 

nonprofit  organizations _  5,  990,  000 

Free  postage  on  military  ab¬ 
sentee  voting  (data  not  avail¬ 
able)  _ _ _ 

Total  . . _• _ _  26,  384,  000 


Another  legislative  proposal  which 
should  be  included  in  the  bill  to  in¬ 
crease  postage  rates  is  S.  2128,  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  Senator  from  South  Car-' 
olina  [Mr.  Johnston].  By  the  terms  of 
that  measure  the  Civil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion  and  the  Department  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  would  each  be  required  to  reimburse 
the  Post  Office  Department  for  expenses 
incuned  by  it  for  services  rendered.  As 
all  Senators  know,  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  conducts  examinations  of  ap¬ 
plicants  for  various  Civil  Service  posi¬ 
tions,  the  annual  cost  of  which  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,744,000.  The  service  per¬ 
formed  for  the  Treasury  Department 
consists  of  the  sale  of  documentary 
stamps  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $244,000 
a  year. 

There  are  ample  precedents  for  the 
enactment  of  such  legislation.  The- 
Treasury  Department  now  reimburses 
the  Post  Office  Department  $675,000  for 
the  sale  of  savings  bonds  and  stamps. 
The  Interior  Department  pays  $134,000 
for  the  sale  of  the  so-called  duck  stamps. 
It  costs  the  Department  of  Justice  $239,- 
000  for  the  distribution  of  the  forms 
which  aliens  are  required  to  fill  out  and 
sign  each  year.  The  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  now  pays  an  estimated  $1  million 
in  postage  for  the  distribution  of  in¬ 
come  tax  blanks;  and  charitable  organ¬ 
izations  such  as  CARE  and  Polio  pay  the 
regular  postal  rates. 

Existing  law  also  provides  that  the 
Post  Office  Department  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  for  the  cost  of  handling  congres¬ 
sional  and  departmental  mail.  The  es¬ 
timated  cost  for  franked  congressional 
mail  for  the  next  fiscal  year  is  $2.3  mil¬ 
lion,  and  the  estimated  cost  for  penalty 
official  mail  from  all  sources  is  $41  mil¬ 
lion. 

I  shall  not  take  the  time  of  the  Senate 
to  go  into  the  details  of  an  extended 
series  of  what  appear  to  me  to  be  erro¬ 
neous  assumptions  by  the  Citizens  Ad¬ 
visory,  Council.  It  is  obvious  that  if 
each  and  every  one  of  its  findings  were 
correct,  the  taxpayers  would  have  to 
foot  the  bill. 

The  fact  remains  that  in  past  fiscal 
years  the  Post  Office  Department  did 
collect  enough  money  to  pay  its  own  way, 
the  last  instance  being  in  1945.  But  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1946,  the 
Department  has  been  in  the  red  each 
year  for  12  years  and  there  is  no  ap¬ 
parent  way  for  it  to  avoid  a  deficit  for 
this  fiscal  year.  It  is  a  disgrace  to  al¬ 


low  that  kind  of  a  financial  condition 
to  exist  in  a  Department  which  has  been 
and  can  again  be  made  fully  self-sus¬ 
taining. 

I  listened  with  interest  when  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Senate  on  January  11.  The 
Senator  gave  two  sound  reasons  why  5 
cents  should  be  charged  for  mailing  out- 
of-town  letters.  First,  because  it  costs 
more  to  deliver  them  than  it  does  letters 
for  local  distribution.  And,  second,  be¬ 
cause  extra  revenue  amounting  to  $175 
million  a  year  could  be  made  available 
for  the  installation  in  many  post  offices  of 
modern  automatic  mailing  equipment  to 
face,  sort,  and  cancel  letters  with  a  great 
saving  of  time  and  labor.  This  addi¬ 
tional  revenue  could  also  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  construct  new  buildings  where 
there  is  not  sufficient  room  to  install  such 
equipment  in  existing  post  offices. 

It  is  good  to  know  that  the  'Senate 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  has  adopted  the  proposal  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  which  has  the 
merit  of  a  direct  approach.  The  money 
is  not  to  be  borrowed.  It  does  not  involve 
a  further  strain  upon  the  credit  of  the 
United  States.  The  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  will  pay  a  large  proportion  of  the 
costs  out  of  its  own  revenues. 

I  have  made  this  digression  in  order  to 
make  it  clear  that  there  are  regular  and 
established  ways  whereby  the  Post  Office 
Department  need  not  continue  to  be  op¬ 
erated  at  a  loss  of  $2  million  every  work¬ 
ing  day.  Such  a  loss  is  bad  enough,  but 
it  is  quite  sure  to  be  greater  if  justifiable 
increases  are  made  in  the  pay  rates  of 
those  in  the  working  forces  of  the  De¬ 
partment. 

As  yet  I  have  been  unable  to  discover 
a  sound  reason  ^yhy  those  who  use  the 
mails  should  not  pay  all  the  costs  of  han¬ 
dling  it.  I  can  see  no  justification  for 
requiring  the  American  taxpayers  to  as¬ 
sume  any  part  of  the  entire  cost  of  op¬ 
erating  the  Post  Office  Department.  I 
am  sure  that  every  member  of  the  House 
and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropria¬ 
tion  would  be  both  relieved  and  pleased  to 
know  that  the  time  has  come  when  the 
Post  Office  Department  has  taken  in 
enough  money  to  pay  all  its  costs.  The 
sooner  that  happens  the  better  it  will 
be  because  every  member  of  both  com¬ 
mittees  is  aware  that  increased  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  national  defense,  combined 
with  other  urgent  demands,  are  quite 
sure  to  result  in  an  unbalanced  Federal 
budget. 

It  is  also  certain  that  the  members  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  who 
reported  the  bill  now  before  the  Senate 
to  increase  the  public  debt  limit,  will  be 
happy  to  know  that  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment,  whose  failure  to  pay  its  own 
way  has  made  it  necessary  to  enact  the 
pending  bill,  will  no  longer  be  guilty  of 
any  such  delinquency.  Let  me  repeat, 
that  there  would  be  no  occasion  for  that 
committee  or  the  Senate  to  act  on  H.  R. 
9955  if  the  Post  Office  Department  had 
been  financed  on  a  break-even  basis 
during  the  past  12  years. 

In  conclusion,  permit  me  to  say  that 
I  cannot  follow  a  line  of  reasoning  which 
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insists  that  it  is  better  to  borrow  money 

and  pay  interest  on  it  in  order  to  provide 
for  speeding  up  the  delivery  of  the  mails, 
than  it  is  to  have  those  who  place  let¬ 
ters  in  the  mail  and  want  them  promptly 
delivered,  to  pay  for  improved  service 
which  is  of  direct  benefit  to  them.  No 
one  has  to  mail  a  letter  unless  he  wants 
to,.  He  must  consider  that  it  is  worth 
paying  the  postage  on  it  or  he  would  not 
mail  it.  He  has  no  right  to  expect  some¬ 
body  else  to  pay  any  part  of  the  cost. 
Certainly  that  somebody  should  not  be 
the  already  overburdened  taxpayers  of 
our  nation. 

Mi-.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  heard  the  statement  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  [Mr.  Hayden],  in  regard  to 
the  effect  of  postal  rates  on  the  deficit 
and  on  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.  I  compliment  the  chairman  on 
his  statement.  As  chairman  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  has  carried  the  burden  of 
the  appropriations  of  Congress  for  years. 
He  knows  definitely  and  accurately  what 
the  deficit  operations  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  have  cost  our  citizens. 

I  shall  go  into  this  question  in  some 
detail  tomorrow.  I  shall  not  discuss  it 
today.  However,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate  a  problem  which 
the  Senate  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
meet  tomorrow.  I  hope  Members  of  the 
Senate  will  make  a  thorough  study  of 
his  statement. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded, 
inasmuch  as  I  understand  that  my 
friend  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone]  is 
prepared  to  speak  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


^DERSHIP  RESPONSIBILITY  FC 
MAINTAINING  CONFIDENCE, 

m\  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  l  rise 
to  point  out  the  responsibility  thsct  must 
rest  upon  those  leaders  in  America  who 
are  preaching  a  doctrine  of  gloom  and 
doom.  There  are  individuals  in  public 
life  who  notNonly  continue/co  harp  upon 
some  of  the  problems  that  always  face 
a  nation,  and  particularly  a  free  nation, 
but  they  greatlyWaggerate  the  facts. 

It  is  my  opiniun  mat  those  who  are 
preaching  calamitj^and  a  sharp  depres¬ 
sion  are  doing  (Jisservice  to  their 
country.  They/  are  inviting  disaster. 
I  believe  that  they  are  doing  it  unthink¬ 
ingly,  motivated  by  a  desire  for  political 
advantage. /There  are  those  who  feel 
that  if  they  can  convince  the  American 
people  everything  is  wrong, \hey  then 
can  not/only  take  over  the  Government, 
but  also  are  afforded  an  opportunity  to 
can/'  out  their  pet  projects  in  Govern- 
m/vt,  which  too  often  mean  more  ex^en- 
s jve  government  and  socialism. 

Let  us  examine  the  situation.  Hhv 
'  important  is  confidence?  Let  us  exam¬ 


ine  it  on  an  individual  basis.  Is  there 
nything  more  important  in  causing  a 
yiyung  man  or  a  young  woman  to  succeed 
than  the  placing  of  confidence  in  that 
individual?  If  a  youth  is  going  through 
the  natural  throes  of  growing  up  which 
includes  a  period  of  perplexities  and 
problems,  is  not  the  worst  thing  that  can 
happenNis  to  have  that  individual  lose 
confidence  in  himself  and  have  a  feeling 
that  no  orye  else  has  confidence  in  him? 
Many  an  individual  has  not  only  become 
successful  but  has  risen  to  greatness 
because  of  hiS  strong  feeling  that  others 
believed  in  hir 

I  wish  to  cite  another  example.  If 
those  near  an  individual  continually, 
systematically  and.  skillfully  tell  him  that 
he  is  looking  back  and  that  they  feel 
he  is  on  the  verge  of  some  tragic  illness, 
will  not  that  campaign  against  him 
bring  about  great  danger  that  he  will  lose 
his  fight  and  succumbyo  disease? 

We  could  go  on  with  innumerable 
cases  to  show  how  the  pessimist,  and  the 
prophet  of  gloom  and  dooV  bring  about 
the  thing  which  they  talk  about.  I  am  a 
great  believer  in  athletics  Nfoecause  an 
athletic  contest  fits  an  individual  for  the 
contests  in  life.  But  is  thereby anything 
more  disastrous  than  having  tnfe  players 
lose  confidence  in  the  coach  or  in  each 
other,  or  having  the  spectators  losp  con¬ 
fidence  in  everybody? 

I  do  not  wish  to  be  a  Pollyanna\and 
suggest  we  do  not  have  problems.  Yve 
have  some  soft  spots  in  our  economy,  pr¬ 
eluding  segments  of  agriculture  am 
other  economic  problems,  some  of  whicliy 
may  be  local  in  character.  I  do  not  ad- , 
vocate  that  we  put  our  heads  under  the 
sand.  I  advocate  that  in  these  situatior 
we  need  calm  appraisal,  wise  action,  a/d 
an  expression  of  confidence. 

We  must  remember  that  our  economy 
is  basically  sound,  that  our  Nation  has 
remained  at  peace,  that  our  economy  is 
growing  and  expanding,  that  our  .popula¬ 
tion  is  increasing,  and  that  the /demands 
for  goods  will  continue  to  increase.  We 
should  remember  that  the  greatest  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  history  of  America  has 
been  ours  in  recent  years/  We  should 
not  lose  sight  of  the  fact /that  much  of 
America’s  activity  is  bafsed  upon  our 
growing  and  expanding /economy,  which 
in  turn,  means  a  construction  program 
and  a  development  program,  which,  of 
necessity,  not  only  slfiws  down  but  stops 
in  winter  months.  .We  must  remember 
that  in  periods  of  advance  there  must  al¬ 
ways  be  breathing  spells  and  readjust¬ 
ments,  and  that  dn  economy  based  upon 
an  uninterrupted,  fever-pitched,  war¬ 
time  economy  likewise  brings  problems, 
the  least  of  which  is  not  inflation. 

We  must  face  our  problems  with  wise 
actions.  At  the  same  time.,  I  warn  that 
the  prophets  of  gloom  and  doom  who, 
for  their/  own  political  advantage,  are 
preaching  calamity  and  depression  and 
disaste/  ahead,  may  by  their  program 
lead  American  into  just  such  an  unfortu¬ 
nate/condition.  Upon  these  prophets  of 
gloom  and  doom,  unless  they  change 
their  ways,  will  rest  the  responsibility 
for  disaster  if  it  comes. 

I  shall  never  sell  America  short, 
hould  America’s  economic  system  break 
down  to  the  point  of  a  major  depres¬ 


sion,  the  responsibility  will  rightly  rest 
upon  those  leaders  today  who  are  schenV- 
ing,  plotting,  planning,  and  propagan¬ 
dizing  for  a  program  of  gloom  and  doom. 
If  they  succeed,  the  American  peopl/will 
not  forget. 


PROPOSED  CUTBACKS  IN  SOIL  CON¬ 
SERVATION  PRACTICE  PAYMENTS 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  recommenda/ion  for  a 
cutback  in  soil  conservat/on  practice 
payments  from  the  presen/  $250  million 
for  fiscal  year  1958,  to  $125  million  for 
fiscal  year  1959  is  a  backward  step.  It 
is  a  backward  step  our  Nation  cannot 
afford.  I  have  been  shocked  and  deeply 
concerned  that  the  administration  would 
propose  such  a  d/astic  cut.  I  shall 
strongly  oppose  it  /or  the  following  rea¬ 
sons: 

Our  soil  is  ou/  greatest  resource.  It 
produces  our  ^essential  raw  products, 
food,  and  fiber/ 

The  soil  does  not  belong  to  our  gen¬ 
eration  or  to  any  one  generation.  It 
belongs  to  A\\  generations,  present  and 
future.  I /must  be  preserved  for  all  time. 

It  is  our  obligation  to  take  active  steps 
to  preserve  our  soil.  Such  measures, 
however,  are  often  very  costly,  and  we 
cannof  expect  the  present  tiller  of  the 
soil  tp  bear  the  full  expense. 

There  are  in  the  United  States  ap¬ 
proximately  1,444,000,000  acres  on  which 
ta  produce  agricultural  crops  and  live- 
Dock.  For  every  individual,  there  are 
/approximately  only  3  acres  of  cropland 
tand  slightly  over  6  acres  of  grazing  land. 

)ur  population  is  estimated  to  reach  228 
ullion  by  1975,  and  335  million  by  the 
year  2000.  As  the  population  increases, 
they  average  number  of  acres  per  capita 
will  naturally  decrease. 

Tnte  Soil  Conservation  Service  esti- 
matesythat  a  total  of  over  282  million 
acres  of  land  are  severely  eroded,  plus 
776  millibn  acres  moderately  eroded,  and 
more  than  700  million  acres  slightly 
eroded.  These  figures  emphasize  the 
seriousnessif  the  problem  and  the  abso¬ 
lutely  urgentyneed  for  taking  a  new  look 
at  our  long-range  conservation  plans. 

Wisely,  for  years,  we  have  recognized 
the  need  for  the  Government’s  sharing 
in  the  cost  of  constructive  practices  for 
rebuilding  and  preserving  our  soil.  This 
program,  consisting  of  technical  guid¬ 
ance  and  assistance.by  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service,  andy  partial  payments 
through  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  has  worked  exceedingly  well. 

Our  conservation  reserve  program, 
though  constructive,  is  limited  in  appli¬ 
cation.  Much  of  the  lahd  in  critical 
need  of  adequate  conservation  practices 
cannot  be  placed  in  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve,  mainly  because, most  of  our  small 
farmers  cannot  afford  to  tieyup  their 
land  for  from  3  to  5  to  15  yearsyin  such 
limited  uses.  Their  land  is  thei\  liveli¬ 
hood. 

In  1957,  only  82,588  farmers  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  conservation  reserve  or,  the 
soil  bank.  Only  one-third  of  the  funds 
allocated  were  used.  Of  the  total  of 
$315  million  allocated,  only  $108  milliori 
were  used,  leaving  a  balance  of  $207'., 
million. 
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III  Mississippi,  only  1,544  contracts 
were\>igned,  an  average  of  less  than  19 
farmers  per  county.  Less  than  one- 
sixth  or\the  funds  allocated  to  Missis¬ 
sippi  for  \he  conservation  reserve  were 
actually  uskd.  Obviously,  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  ^reaches  only  a  fraction  of 
the  land  needing  conservation. 

In  contrast,  let  us  look  at  the  figures 
for  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  \ 

In  1956,  1,210,009  farmers  participated 
in  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  which  reached  39\percent  of  the 
total  cropland  and  36  percent  of  the 
total  farmland  of  the  Nation. 

In  Mississippi,  33,856  farmers  partici¬ 
pated  and  shared  in  our  State  allocation 
of  $6,621,000,  an  average  of  approxi¬ 
mately  413  farmers  per  county.  An  esti¬ 
mated  30,000  additional  applications 
were  filed,  but  were  denied  becausX  of 
shortage  of  funds.  Our  State  office  esti¬ 
mate  an  additional  $3,500,000  woulck 
have  been  required  if  all  requests  and 
all  applications  filed  for  the  calendar 
year  1957  had  been  met. 

In  Mississippi  thousands  of  once 
wasted  and  idle  acres  have  been  con¬ 
verted  into  productive  pastures  and  good 
cropland.  In  the  past  18  years  our 
farmers,  through  participation  in  the 
agricultural  conservation  program,  have 
developed  more  than  16  million  acres  of 
green  manure  and  cover  crops  and  2 1/2 
million  acres  of  pasture;  constructed 
adequate  drainage  systems  on  nearly  3 
million  acres;  built  nearly  54,000  dams, 
ponds,  and  reservoirs;  and  terraced  al¬ 
most  1  million  acres. 

A  similar  pattern  is  being  followed  in 
almost  every  other  States.  These  con¬ 
structive  results  speak  for  themselves 
and  are  apparent  throughout  the  Nation. 
Yet  these  definite  accomplishments  rep¬ 
resent  only  the  beginning.  There  still 
remain  the  millions  of  badly  eroded  and 
unproductive  acres. 

Our  agricultural  conservation  program 
must- be  expanded,  not  diminished. 

Yet  the  administration  now  proposes 
a  50-percent  reduction  in  this  effective, 
proven  nationwide  soil-conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  What  alternative  is  offered?  An, 
increase  in  the  conservation  reserve  of 
the  soil-bank  program  to  $350  milhon 
for  calendar  year  1958,  along  with/the 
request  that  the  total  authorization  of 
$450  million  be  appropriated  ioy calen¬ 
dar  year  1959.  / 

Early  in  this  session  I  /introduced 
Senate  bill  2971,  which  would  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Agricultm-e  to  use  the 
unexpended  portion  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  conservation  reserve  in 


meeting  the  great  demands  and  satisfy¬ 
ing  the  thousands  of  applications  for 
conservation  practices  under  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program. 

My  proposed  legislation  represents  an 
effort  to  give  those  funds  already  appro¬ 
priated  for  conservation  a  broader  ap¬ 
plication  and  extend  them  to  other  con¬ 
servation  practices,  rather  than  restrict 
their  use  to  the  narrow  limits  of  the 
conservation  reserve  of  the  soil  bank  for 
which  there  has  been  no  great  demand. 

I  cannot  accept  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  of  the  soil  bank  as  a  substitute 
for  our  broader  conservation  program 
which  has  stood  the  test  of  time  and 
which  has  already  produced  such  help¬ 
ful  and  outstanding  results. 

I  propose: 

First.  That  agricultural  conservation 
program  payments  for  fiscal  year  1959 
be  restored  to  the  current  fiscal  year 
1958  level  of  payments. 

Second.  That  the  unused  portion  of 
ffunds  appropriated  for  the  Conservation 
reserve  for  fiscal  year  1958  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  use  in  this  broader,  regular 
conservation  program.  / 

Tilled.  That  the  Congress  fully  review 
our  overall  conservation  plans  through¬ 
out  the  Nation,  with  a  view  of  expand¬ 
ing  our  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  practices  for  fiscal  year  i960  and 
beyond.  \  ,  / 

Our  efforts  tospreserve  and'rebuild  our 
land  on  a  sustained  nationwide  basis 
over  the  years  mutt  not/ne  interrupted 
or  neglected.  The  Kiecefeity  for  such  a 
program,  as  well  asNss  value,  must  be 
brought  home  constantly  to  the  people. 

It  is  all  too  ea^y,  ingthis  uncertain 
period,  to  call  hastily  foAa  cutback  of 
essential  programs  of  proven  value  in 
favor  of  glamorous  ventures  into  space. 
However,  wt/have  not  yet  come,  up  with 
a  sputnikVa  missile,  a  rocket  ol  satel¬ 
lite  that/nas  reached  so  far  intogouter 
space  as  to  discover  new  lands  anaSnew 
soils  on  which  to  grow  our  food  and  fiber. 
Until  we  do,  we  are  compelled  to  con* 
cejnrate  our  efforts  even  more  to  pre¬ 
serving  and  protecting  our  soil. 

'  The  hard  facts  are  that  as  we  move 
into  the  space  era,  our  productive  land 
will  become  more  and  more  essential  in 
the  preservation  of  our  Nation  and  our 
civilization. 

The  serious  questions  I  have  discussed 
here  will,  I  am  certain,  have  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Appropriations  Committee.  I 
shall  certainly  exert  every  effort  as  a 
member  of  that  Committee  to  restore 
funds  for  our  agricultural  conservation 
program,  as  well  as  to  insure  its  expan¬ 
sion  in  future  years. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  as  a/ 
part  of  my  remarks  certain  tables  whion 
I  have  had  prepared  dealing  with  Jche 
subject  I  have  discussed.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the/rables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the^ECORD, 
as  follows:  / 


Estimated  ACP  participation-yL957  with 
comparison  / 


State  and  region  / 

iVumber 
/  of  farms 
participat¬ 
ing,  1956 

Estimated 
number 
of  farms 
participat¬ 
ing,  1957 

Maine _ / _ 

4,705 

1,892 

7.157 
2,877 

338 
1,929 
20,  098 

3.157 
25,  976 

5,000 
2, 000 
7,  650 
3,  800 
340 
2,319 
22,  500 
3, 117 
21,  S52 

New  Hampshire _ . 

Vermont- _  / _ 

lthode  Island. _ 

Connecticut..-^.... . . 

New  York _ 

Pennsylvania^ 

Nor Ui  A  tlantic _ _ _ 

68, 129 

68,578 

Dili/ _ _ _ _ 

38, 965 
56,  326 
65, 048 
18,  930 
25, 234 
62, 225 
52,  204 
55,  559 
46, 427 
31, 185 
34,-222 
21,  043 

39,200 
54,644 
70,  900 
19.  303 
33,  293 
48,  750 
.  53, 000 
54.  942 
46,  004 
31,  500 
40.  000 
23,000 

I/finoip  _ 

Al  ichi'gan _ _ _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Minnesota _ _ 

Iowa _ 

Missouri _ _ _ 

North  Dakota _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Nebraska _ _ _ 

Kansas _ _ _ 

North  Central . . 

507, 368 

514,  536 

Delaware . . . . 

1,  519 
8,  256 
25,  254 

13,  609 
71,  029 

14,  932 
38,  672 
10,  525 

2,  0S0 
9, 165 
23,  775 
14,  200 
78,  782 
20,  500 
42,  500 
11,  139 

Maryland _ _ _ 

North  Carolina _ _ _ 

South  Carolina _ _ 

Georgia _ 

Florida _ _ 

South  Atlantic . 

183,  796 

202, 141 

48, 344 
64,  731 
37,  073 
28,282 
41,  269 
19,  940 
34,  438 
75,  620 

55, 000 
56,  000 
34,202 
31, 000 
36,  500 
18,  400 
33,  597 
79,  075 

Alabama _ 

M  ississippi _ _ 

Louisiana _ _ _ 

Oklahoma _ 

Texas _ 

339, 697 

343,  774 

Montana _ _ _ _ 

11,879 
6,181 
4,  715 
11,574 
4,403 
2,328 
8,377 
745 
8, 749 
6,555 
7,  951 

13,  950 
6,  068 
4,  700 
10,  500 
4,  984 
1,800 
9,213 
754 
9,837 
6,  500 
6,  000 

Idaho  . . . 

Wyoming . . . 

^Colorado _ _ _ 

lW  Mexico _ 

A  i\zona _ 

U  taV  ...  _  _  .... 

Ne.vaHa..  _ 

Washington _ 

Oregon. \  _ _ 

California^ _ _ _ 

Western  edited  States _ 

73,  457 

74,  406 

Alaska _ \ . . 

118 
290 
12,  295 
44 

170 

320 

9,810 

50 

Hawaii . .  . 

Puerto  E  ico _  \ . . 

Virgin  Islands _ V _ 

Insular . . V . 

12,  747 

10,  340 

Total . . . . .A.. 

1, 185, 194 

1,  213,  775 
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bidden  subsidies,  would  make  a  significant 
Contribution  toward  better  budgeting.”  / 
Vt  is  not  clear  to  me  whether  or  not  this 
reference  is  intended  to  imply  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  recommended  helpful  legislation 
butVhat  the  Congress  has  not  acted  upon 
it.  A  am  sure  you  will  agree  that,  i y  this 
is  the\mplication,  it  is  entirely  unwar/anted 
and  misleading.  ^  / 

The  Senate  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee  \fes  prepared  to  commence  Aiearings 
on  this  legislation  as  early  as  las/  July  22, 
and,  as  you  acknowledged  in  youfr  letter  of 
December  9l  the  facts  we  have  requested  of 
you  and  of  She  agencies  concern/d  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  an  adequate  appraisal  /ot  the  legis¬ 
lation.  \  / 

The  Senate 'Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee  expects  \  rather  full  /Schedule  for  the 
present  session  Vf  the  Congress.  In  order 
to  meet  our  responsibilities,  some  planning 
of  the  committees  progratm  is  necessary.  I 
am  sure  you  will  Vgree /that  this  planning 
is  difficult,  if  not\  im/ossible,  as  long  as 
there  is  so  much  uncertainty  about  a  com¬ 
plex  and  comprehensive  bill  of  this  nature. 
Therefore,  I  must  insist  that,  if  the  adminis¬ 
tration  expects  this/  committee  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  a  cl  on\  this  legislation  at 
this  session  of  CoaigressV  you  must  furnish 
us  with  the  inf omiation  We  have  requested 
without  further /delay.  \ 

SincerelyA-ours,  \ 

7  J.  W.  BULBRIGHT, 

/  \  Chairman. 


CONSTRUCTION  OP  U.  Sv  S.  “  ARI¬ 
ZONA]/  MEMORIAL  AT  PEARL 
HARBOR  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
MADGB/in  the  chair).  Following  a,  prece- 
denyestablished  on  May  23,  1949\in  an 
identical  situation,  the  morning\  hour 
now  having  expired,  the  Chair  layls  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  unfinished  business 
wmdch  will  be  stated.  \ 

/  The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
'5809)  to  authorize  the  construction  of  a 
U.  S.  S.  Arizona  memorial  at  Pear\ 
Harbor. _ . 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  OF  PUBLIC 
DEBT  LIMIT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  objection,  the  unfinished  business 
will  be  temporarily  laid  ’aside,  and  the 
Senate  will  proceed  to  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  pending  business, 
which  is  House  bill  9955. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  R.  9955)  to  provide  for  a  temporary 
increase  in  the  public  debt  limit. 

THE  DEBT  LIMIT  RISE 

THE  INFLATION  PART  OF  THE  "PINCERS”  PLAN 

TO  DESTROY  AMERICAN  WORKINGMEN  AND 

INVESTORS 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  the  cur¬ 
rent  buildup  to  spend  more  of  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money  through  raising  the  debt 
limit  is  predicated  on  the  sputnik  emer¬ 
gency.  It  can  only  mean  further  infla¬ 
tion. 

We  have  lived  on  emergencies  since 
1933:  World  War  II,  the  Korean  war, 
and  preparation  for  war. 

There  has  been  no  indication  nor  im¬ 
plication  that  there  will  be  a  saving  of 
the  money  which  is  now  being  expended 
on  obsolete  equipment;  on  foot  soldiers 
throughout  Europe  and  Asia,  who  will  all 


be  lost  when  and  if  the  fight  starts;  nor 
the  billions  poured  into  these  same  na¬ 
tions  to  buy  agreements  and  treaties, 
none  of  which  will  be  worth  the  paper 
they  are  written  on  when  th'£  chips  are 
down. 

The  ultimate  objective  is  inflation,  free 
imports,  a  division  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money  with  foreign  nations,  and  ulti¬ 
mately  free  immigration,  with  a  world 
government  at  the  end  of  the  rainbow, 
all  under  the  United  Nations,  with  the 
United  States  having  one  vote.  Under 
this  projected  system,  there  is  nowhere 
for  our  standard  of  living  to  go  but  down. 

LIVING  ON  A  WAR  ECONOMY 

We  are  now  living  on  a  war  economy. 

We  have  allowed  foreign  nations  to 
divide  the  American  markets  among 
themselves  through  free  imports,  and 
have  priced  ourselves  out  of  the  foreign 
markets  through  inflation. 

If  the  amount  given  foreign  nations 
to  buy  our  goods  and  that  part  of  our 
shipment  abroad  subsidized  by  our 
American  taxpayers  be  deducted,  our 
foreign  trade  at  this  time  includes  a 
lower  percentage  of  our  exportable  goods 
than  we  were  exporting  in  1934,  when 
the  whole  program  was  started. 

FIFTEEN  BILLION  DOLLARS  SAVED 

The  next  war,  if  and  when  it  comes, 
will  be  fought  in  the  air  and  under 
the  sea. 

Fifteen  billion  dollars  can  be  saved 
through  stopping  our  plans  for  the  sur¬ 
face  defense  of  foreign  nations  and  by 
stopping  foreign  aid. 

This  ignores,  for  the  moment,  the  esti¬ 
mated  saving  of  an  additional  $15  billion 
through  the  adoption  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  report  and  the  Cordiner  re¬ 
port,  and  the  taking  of  the  Government 
out  of  business. 

SEVEN  BILLION  DOLLARS  OF  SAVING  FOR  MISSILES 
AND  BOMBERS 

Out  of  the  $15  billion  saved  through 
stopping  the  foreign  aid  and  the  obso¬ 
lete  plans  for  the  surface  defense  of  Eu¬ 
rope  and  Asia,  $61/2  billion  or  $7  billion 
could  be  assigned  to  missiles  and  to  the 
continued  construction  of  the  needed  air 
equipment,  including  B-52’s  or  the  most 
advanced  fighters  and  bombers,  thus 
maintaining  our  superiority  until  the 
missiles  replace  such  manned  equipment. 

EIGHT  BILLION  DOLLARS  OF  SAVING  FOR  REDUCING 
DEBT  AND  TAXES 

The  remaining  $8  billion  or  $8J/2  bil¬ 
lion  can  be  used  to  pay  on  the  national 
debt  and  to  reduce  personal  income  taxes. 

THE  PINCERS  MOVEMENT 

The  pincers  movement  to  control  and 
destroy  the  free  American  economic  sys¬ 
tem  includes  five  major  operations: 

First.  In  1933  we  followed  England  off 
the  gold  standard  and  immediately 
priced  ourselves  out  of  the  world  mar¬ 
kets,  through  inflation. 

Second.  In  1934  Congress  transferred 
its  constitutional  responsibility  to  regu¬ 
late  foreign  trade  through  the  adjust¬ 
ment  of  the  duties,  which  we  call  tariffs, 
to  the  executive  branch,  with  the  full 
right  to  sacrifice  and  destroy  all  or  any 
part  of  any  industry  in  this  Nation,  if  it 
was  judged  by  him  that  his  foreign  policy 
of  securing  agreements  and  treaties  with 


such  foreign  nations  would  be  furthered. 

Free  imports — trade — will  inevitably 
be  tied  to  free  immigration  and  the  free 
movement  of  goods  and  people  through¬ 
out  the  world. 

Third.  In  1947  the  Executive  did 
transfer  that  constitutional  responsibil¬ 
ity  of  Congress  to  regulate  foreign  trade, 
through  the  adjustment  of  such  duties 
or  tariffs,  to  Geneva,  Switzerland,  into 
the  complete  power  of  competitive  for¬ 
eign  nations,  under  the  auspices  of  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade — GATT — which  he  caused  tor  be 
set  up  under  the  1934  Trade  Agreements 
Act  as  extended  to  June  of  1958. 

Under  this  act  36  foreign  competitive 
nations  have  proceeded  to  divide  the 
American  markets  among  themselves, 
through  multilateral  trade  agreements 
over  which  Congress  has  no  control 
whatever. 

Fourth.  In  1946,  following  World  War 
II,  the  Congress  started  the  worldwide 
distribution  of  American  taxpayers’ 
money,  through  the  $3%  billion  gift  loan 
to  England. 

This  gift  loan  was  immediately  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  so-called  Marshall  plan  of 
$17  billion  for  5  years — and  now  must  be 
a  permanent  annual  drain  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer,  according  to  the  testimony 
of  our  Secretary  of  State. 

We  have  now  poured  more  than  $70 
billion  of  the  taxpayers’  money  into  the 
European  and  Asiatic  nations,  to  build 
production  facilities  to  compete  with  our 
own  American  workingmen  and  investors 
and  build  up  their  dollar  balances  to 
claim  our  gold  reserves. 

Fifth.  Our  tax  dollars  are  going  into 
four  organizations  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  financing  foreign  nations  and  Ameri¬ 
can  corporations  and  individuals  in  the 
construction  of  manufacturing  and  proc¬ 
essing  plants,  including  mining  opera¬ 
tions,  in  foreign  nations  to  utilize  the 
cheap  foreign  labor,  and  to  import  the 
products  into  this  Nation  to  compete  with 
American  labor  and  investors. 

FOUR  ORGANIZATIONS  FINANCING  FOREIGN 
COMPETITION 

The  Export-Import  Bank  was  estab¬ 
lished  on  February  12,  1934.  It  is  com¬ 
pletely  financed  by  the  American  taxpay¬ 
ers,  who  are  obligated  by  congressional 
action  to  finance  individuals  and  corpo¬ 
rations  up  to  $5  billion  to  build  plants 
and  operate  mines  in  foreign  nations 
with  their  sweatshop  labor,  and  to  im¬ 
port  such  goods  into  this  Nation,  in  direct 
competition  with  American  workingmen 
and  investors.  This  organization  is  now 
asking  for  an  addtional  $2  billion  for 
that  purpose. 

The  International  Bank  for  Recon¬ 
struction  and  Development  was  estab¬ 
lished  on  July  31, 1945 ;  and  the  American 
taxpayers  are  obligated  for  $3,175  billion 
to  finance  foreign  nations  to  build  plants 
and  mines  to  be  operated  by  low-wage 
labor  and  import  their  goods  into  this 
country. 

The  International  Monetary  Fund  was 
established  on  August  11,  1945;  and  Con¬ 
gress  has  obligated  the  taxpayers  of  the 
Nation  for  $2,750  billion  for  the  same 
purpose  of  financing  foreign  operations, 
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using  cheap  foreign  labor,  and  importing 
the  goods  into  the  United  States. 

The  International  Finance  Corpora¬ 
tion  was  established  on  August  11,  1955; 
and  the  Congress  has  obligated  the  tax¬ 
payers  to  the  amount  of  $35,168  million 
for  the  purpose  of  financing  foreign  op¬ 
erations  and  production  with  cheap 
labor  and  to  import  the  goods  into  this 
Nation  under  the  free  import  policy. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  Import- 
Export  Bank  was  established  in  the  same 
year  that  the  1934  Trade  Agreements 
Act,  the  free  import  act,  was  passed  by 
Congress;  that  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development 
was  established  in  1945;  that  the  Inter¬ 
national  Monetary  Fund  was  established 
in  1945;  and  that  the  only  new  organ¬ 
ization  to  finance  foreign  production  is 
the  International  Finance  Corporation, 
established  in  1955. 

GRANDIOSE  INTERNATIONAL  SOCIALIST  SCHEME 

The  pincers  movement,  including 
the  five  methods  of  disbursing  the 
wealth  and  markets  of  the  United  States 
throughout  the  world,  is  of  course,  an 
important  part  of  the  grandiose,  inter¬ 
national  Socialist  scheme  again  to  make 
the  economic  system  of  this  Nation  a 
part  of  the  nations  of  old  Europe  and 
Asia,  and  again  to  join  us  to  the  intermi¬ 
nable  trade  wars  of  old  Europe. 

SENATE  REPORT  NO.  162  7 - SENATE  DOCUMENT 

NO.  83 

It  will  be  remembered  that  in  the 
committee  I  directed  the  preparation  of 
Senate  Report  No.  1627  of  the  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  and  I  personally  delivered  it  to  the 
President  in  July  of  1954;  also  Senate 
Document  No.  83  of  the  84th  Congress,  in 
1955. 

WESTERN  HEMISPHERE  SELF-SUFFICIENT 

In  both  of  these  reports  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Committee  was  definite  in 
its  recommendation  that  the  Western 
Hemisphere  could  be  made  self-suffi¬ 
cient  in  the  production  of  everything  we 
need  for  war  or  peace,  and  said  that  it 
can  be  defended  from  North  America. 

Since  the  reports  were  made  available, 
no  one  has  believed  that  we  had  to  get 
anything  across  a  major  ocean,  for 
either  war  or  peace. 

No  one  has  denied  that  the  Western 
Hemisphere  can  be  defended  from  North 
America. 

TRAVELED  14,000  MILES  IN  RUSSIA 

In  1955, 1  spent  214  months  behind  the 
so-called  Iron  Curtain.  It  may  be  re¬ 
membered  that  Mr.  Churchill  invented 
that  catch  phrase  in  his  Missouri  speech, 
during  the  Truman  administration.  I 
traveled  14,000  miles  in  Russia,  inspect¬ 
ing  their  industries,  powerplants,  and 
raw-material  areas. 

RUSSIA  SELF-SUFFICIENT - NO  EFFECTIVE  RE¬ 

VOLT— ALL  POWER  IN  RUSSIA 

At  the  end  of  that  time  I  said  that 
first,  Russia  would  soon  be  self-sufficient 
in  the  production  of  everything  she  needs 
for  war  or  peace;  second,  there  would 
be  no  successful  revolt;  and,  third,  all 
of  the  military  power  in  the  Eastern 
Hemisphere  had  moved  to  Russia;  no 
military  power  was  left  in  Europe,  since 
the  colonial  system  was  as  dead  as  Julius 
Caesar  and  the  airplane  dominated  the 
British  Fleet. 


MUST  MAKE  THE  AMERICAN  SYSTEM  WORK 

I  further  said  that  if  those  three  things 
were  true — and  I  believed  them  to  be 
true — then  it  was  up  to  us  to  make  the 
American  system  work;  and  that  it  could 
not  be  done  through  a  division  of  our 
wealth  with  the  nations  of  the  world. 

AMERICA  LIVING  ON  A  WAR  ECONOMY 

I  also  said  that  the  American  system 
was  being  destroyed  through  a  division 
of  our  markets  and  taxpayers’  money 
through  Europe  and  Asia — worldwide  so¬ 
cialism  in  its  worst  form — and  that 
America  was  living  on  a  war  economy, 
a  very  dangerous  and  superficial  position. 
The  “pincers”  movement  includes  the 
free  imports,  which  are  destroying  Amer¬ 
ican  industry,  American  jobs,  and  Amer¬ 
ican  investments. 

ADMINISTRATION  SHOCKED  2  YEARS  LATER 

Suddenly,  last  fall — 1957 — exactly  2 
years  later,  all  America  woke  one  morn¬ 
ing  with  the  discovery  that  what  I  said 
in  1955  was  correct— that  Russia  was 
self-sufficient;  that  no  successful  revolt 
was  in  prospect;  and  that  Russia  had 
complete  charge  of  the  Eastern  Hemi¬ 
sphere,  as  far  as  war  power  was  con¬ 
cerned. 

UNITED  STATES  ONLY  NATION  IN  WORLD  NOT 
PROTECTED 

We  are  the  only  Nation  in' the  world 
that  does  not  protect  its  workingmen’s 
jobs  and  investors’  money.  Other  na¬ 
tions  use  tariffs,  quotas,  import  permits, 
exchange  permits,  and  manipulation  of 
the  value  of  their  money  in  terms  of  the 
dollar,  to  prevent  imports  of  the  goods 
they  produce. 

DIVISION  OF  AMERICAN  MARKETS  AND  MONEY 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL 

I  have  no  doubt  that  the  division  of 
our  markets  and  our  taxpayers’  money 
with  the  nations  of  the  world  is  uncon¬ 
stitutional  ;  however,  even  if  it  were  con¬ 
stitutional,  it  is  b^d  practice;  and  our 
people  cannot  stand  it.  Today,  many 
of  them  are  unemployed  and  broke. 

JOOR  SUBSTITUTE  FOR  SOUND  ECONOMY 

The  proposed  increase  in  war  expendi¬ 
tures  and  continued  foreign  aid  are  poor 
substitutes  for  a  sound  economy,  when 
that  economy  can  be  based  upon  the 
Constitution,  article  I,  section  8,  with 
the  American  workingmen  and  investors 
able  to  compete  for  the  American  mar¬ 
ket  on  a  fair  and  reasonable  basis. 

RETURN  TO  CONSTITUTIONAL  GOVERNMENT 

All  Congress  has  to  do  this  year  is 
transfer  the  funds  from  obsolete  uses  to 
the  required  equipment,  and  lower  the 
personal  income  taxes  and  the  national 
debt. 

The  free  imports  legislation  expires  in 
June  of  this  year.  Then  the  power,  in 
Geneva,  Switzerland,  of  the  competitive 
foreign  nations  to  divide  the  American 
markets  between  them  returns  to  the 
Tariff  Commission,  an  agent  of  Con¬ 
gress;  and  then  it  will  be  able  to  regulate 
our  foreign  imports  on  the  basis  of  fair 
and  reasonable  competition,  and  the 
American  workingmen  and  investors  will 
be  back  in  business. 

The  American  taxpayers  and  working¬ 
men  and  investors  have  financed  their 
own  downfall,  through  their  own  Con¬ 
gress. 


February  2U 

The  “pincers”  are  closing.  A  return* 
to  the  American  system — the  Constitu¬ 
tion — is  the  first  fundamental. 

The  continued  pressure  to  increase  the 
debt  limit,  the  extension  of  the  free  im¬ 
ports  legislation,  and  more  billions  to 
Europe  is  the  cumulative  result  of  the 
factors  I  have  described;  and  I  shall 
vote  against  all  of  them,  as  I  have  in  the 
past. 

Do  not  raise  the  national  debt — lower 
it. 

Do  not  extend  the  free-imports  legis¬ 
lation. 

Do  not  send  more  billions  to  Europe 
and  Asia. 

Do  not  raise  the  personal  income  tax — 
lower  it. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  wish  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  for  his  very  able 
exposition  of  some  of  the  factors  in¬ 
volved  in  the  question  which  is  before 
the  Senate  today.  Ordinarily,  I  would 
be  reluctant  to  say  anything  about  the  j 
debt  limit  problem,  because  I  have  great 
confidence  in  the  distinguished  Senators, 
one  of  whom  is  the  Senator  from  Nevada, 
who  have  deliberated  carefully  on 
this  matter  in.  the  Finance  Committee. 
However,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  a  couple  of  questions,  if  he  will  be  so 
kind  as  to  permit  me.  Laying  aside  for 
thejnoment  the  question  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  so  ably  raised,  as  to  whether 
the  debt  limit  needs  to  be  raised  at  all, 
does  the  Senator,  from  the  evidence  be¬ 
fore  his  committee,  feel  that,  if  it  must 
be  raised,  it  is  necessary  to  do  it  this 
week? 

Mr.  MALONE.  In  answer  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is 
no;  in  the  humble  opinion  of  the  Sena- 
*  tor  from  Nevada  the  debt  limit  does  not 
have  to  be  raised  at  all  and  certainly  not 
this  week.  If  I  were  convinced,  however, 
that  it  should  be  raised,  I  would  offer 
no  objection  to  raising  the  debt  limit  , 
now.  I 

We  have  continually  wasted  at  least 
$15  billion  annually  because  of  plans  for 
the  surface  defense  of  Europe.  We  have 
our  fleet  in  European  waters  now.  We 
have  troops  in  73  nations,  who  would 
be  either  dead  or  on  their  way  to  the  salt 
mines  if  another  war  started,  simply 
because  the  next  war  will  be  fought  un¬ 
der  the  sea  and  in  the  air,  with  super¬ 
sonic  airplanes,  and  missiles  which  will 
later  take  their  place.  No  nation  is 
going  to  fight  with  foot  soldiers. 

Any  plans  for  the  defense  of  .Europe 
and  Asia,  including  foot  soldiers  and  sur¬ 
face  ships  not  hunting  submarines  near 
our  shores  under  the  protection  of  the 
Air  Force  will  be  wiped  out  within  min¬ 
utes  if  in  the  way — and  ignored  and  left 
to  starve,  as  MacArthur  used  to  treat  the 
Japanese  on  fortified  islands  in  the 
Southwest  Pacific  during  World  War  II.  - 

So  instead  of  raising  the  debt  limit,  let 
us  transfer  $5  or  $6  billion,  or  whatever 
it  may  require  to  provide  for  the  ade¬ 
quate  production  of  missiles  and  addi¬ 
tional  B-52’s  as  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  has  suggested  on  many  occasions. 
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TRANSFER  FUNDS  FROM  OBSOLETE  USES 

Let  us  transfer  the  money  to  the  man¬ 
ufacture  of  the  weapons  wre  shall  use  in 
the  next  war.  Let  us  bring  our  foot  sol¬ 
diers  home  from  the  73  foreign  nations. 
Let  us  quit  manufacturing  surface  ships 
which  will  have  to  be  junked.  Let  us  use 
half  of  the  money,  along  with  one-half 
of  the  money  spent  on  foreign  aid,  which 
amounts  to  about  $6  or  $7  billion  a  year, 
in  the  missile  and  airplane  field.  We 
shall  have  to  use  B-52’s  until  missiles 
take  the  place  of  the  long-range  bomb¬ 
ers,  by  utilizing  the  remaining  $8  billion 
to  lower  the  national  debt,  instead  of 
raising  the  debt  limit.  Then  let  us  lower 
income  taxes,  through  which  everybody 
in  the  United  States  is  being  bled  white. 

I  have  predicted  before — and  men¬ 
tioned  it  during  Lincoln’s  birthday  week 
in  my  home  State — that  the  people  of 
this  Nation  will  rise  against  excessive 
taxes.  They  will  really  find  out  what 
Congress  is  doing,  and  simply  go  on  a 
taxpayer’s  strike. 

THE  PINCER  MOVEMENT 

I  also  want  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  that  the 
five-part  pincer  movement  is  never  pre¬ 
sented  to  Congress  all  at  one  time.  Such 
proposals  are  presented  one  at  a  time. 
First,  the  proposal  to  raise  the  debt  limit 
is  presented,  which  means  further  infla¬ 
tion.  Then  the  bill  for  the  extension  of 
free  imports  is  presented,  which  means 
imported  unemployment.  Then  the  bill 
for  foreign  aid — free  dollars  for  Eu¬ 
rope — is  presented.  Then  there  will 
come  before  Congress,  one  at  a  time,  each 
one  of  the  organizations  set  up  by  Con¬ 
gress,  which  I  have  already  named,  seek¬ 
ing  to  get  authority  to  lend  more  money 
to  foreign  nations  and  to  have  American 
corporations  establish  mines  and  pro¬ 
duction  plants  in  foreign  nations,  which 
will  export  materials  to  America  free  of 
duty. 

I  say  to  my  distinguished  friend  from 
New  Hampshire  that  the  objective  is  a 
world  government,  with  free  trade,  free 
immigration,  and  an  average  standard 
of  living  for  all  the  countries  of  the 
world,  which  will  mean  that  there  will 
be  nowhere  for  America  to  go  but  down. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  per¬ 
haps  I  did  not  make  my  question  quite 
clear,  and  if  the  Senator  will  permit  me 
to  speak  for  a  moment  or  two,  without 
his  losing  the  floor,  I  should  like  to  sug¬ 
gest  that  what  I  was  trying  to  do,  with 
all  due  regard  to  the  very  able  sugges¬ 
tions  the  Senator  has  made  about  our 
overall  permanent  policy,  was  to  pin¬ 
point  the  question  we  have  before  us  this 
very  afternoon. 

I  am  a  little  disturbed.  I  understood 
the  Senator  to  say  that  if  it  were  thought 
necessary  ultimately  to  increase  the  debt 
limit,  we  might  as  well  do  it  today.  I 
wish  to  suggest,  for  the  Senator’s  con¬ 
sideration,  with  all  due  respect  to  the 
distinguished  and  able  Senators  on  the 
committee,  that  it  seems  to  me  the  tim¬ 
ing  of  this  action  is  very  bad  for  the 
country.  The  bill  raising  the  debt  limit 
has  passed  the  other  body  of  Congress. 
Until  the  bill  came  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee  of  the  Senate.  It 


would  be  a  matter  of  only  a  few  hours, 
if  the  emergency  arose  and  it  became 
necessary,  to  complete  passage  of  the 
bill  and  send  it  to  the  President  for  his 
signature. 

I  ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Nevada  to  consider  the  timing  of  the 
bill.  Admitting,  for  the  sake  of  argu¬ 
ment,  which  I  understand  clearly  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  does 
not  admit,  and  I  respect  his  viewpoint, 
that  we  are  approaching  a  time  when 
some  increase  in  the  debt  limit  will  be 
necessary,  in  order  to  give  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  sufficient  elbow 
room  to  do  business,  why  must  we  make 
it  practically  the  first  official  act  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  in  this  session  of 
Congress  in  1958?  We  have  not  yet  even 
passed  a  bill  to  raise  the  postal  rates,  in 
order  to  take  care  of  the  deficit  in  the 
Post  Office  Department.  I  think  it  is 
safe  to  say  we  have  not  performed  one 
single  act  or  passed  a  single  bill  which 
has  as  its  objective  the  cutting  down  and 
restricting  the  expenditures  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  when,  from  the  fiscal  standpoint, 
we  are  skating  on  such  thin  ice. 

From  a  reading  of  the  hearings,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  Mr.  Brundage, 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  indicated 
that  the  critical  time  when  we  might  be 
in  difficulty  would  come  between  Febru¬ 
ary  15  and  March  15  of  next  year.  Per¬ 
haps  that  time  may  come  at  an  earlier 
date,  but  the  psychological  effect  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  debt  limit  by  $5  billion  as 
almost  the  first  official  act  in  this  session 
will,  to  my  mind,  be  extremely  bad  upon 
the  public  confidence  and  upon  the  peo¬ 
ple,  who  know  that  the  time  has  come 
when  in  handling  questions  dealing  with 
our  fiscal  solvency  we  must  proceed  very 
carefully.  * 

What  I  wish  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nevada,  as  a  Member  of 
the  Senate,  is  this:  Admitting  the  truth 
of  all  the  Senator  has  said — or  at  least 
making  the  statement  that  I  am  fully 
appreciative  of  what  the  Senator  has 
said  about  things  that  can  be  done  to 
reduce  the  debt  and  to  take  care  of  the 
longtime  viewpoint — would  the  Senator 
not  agree  with  me  that  if  the  Senate 
should  pass  a  bill  increasing  the  debt 
limit  today  that  action  would  have  al¬ 
most  a  disastrous  impact  upon  the  coun¬ 
try? 

I  feel  compelled  to  move  to  recommit 
the  bill  to  the  committee,  simply  because 
I  should  like  to  see  the  Senate  pass  a 
bill  cutting  expenditures  before  it  sends 
word  out  to  the  country,  “We  are  raising 
the  debt  limit.” 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  that  it  is  not 
likely  we  will  pass  any  bill  cutting  for¬ 
eign  expenditures. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
as  soon  as  I  finish  answering  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire. 

Inflation  started  in  1933,  when  we 
went  off  the  gold  standard.  We  followed 
the  English  example,  as  usual  in  most  of 
our  major  moves.  Since  that  time  we 


have  lowered  effective  wages,  through 
the  lowered  purchasing  power  of  the 
dollar.  Congress  has  continually  low¬ 
ered  the  purchasing  power  of  insurance 
and  pensions. 

Therefore,  I  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  that  I  am  against  raising  the  debt 
limit  today,  tomorrow,  in  6  months,  or 
in  a  year  from  now.  We  need  to  make 
the  American  system  work. 

We  cannot  make  the  American  sys¬ 
tem  work  by  a  division  of  our  markets 
and  taxpayers  money  with  all  the  other 
nations  of  the  world.  The  Congress 
passed  an  act  in  19£4  which  resulted  in 
having  36  competitive  nations,  sitting  at 
Geneva,  dividing  our  markets  among 
them. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  vote  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  if  the  Senator  will  move  to  recommit 
the  bill  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Cotton]  a  question,  without 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone] 
losing  his  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  wish  to  ascertain 
whether  it  is  not  true  that  the  mail  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  receiv¬ 
ing  is  much  like  the  mail  I  receive.  I 
have  received  scores  and  scores  of  let¬ 
ters  from  people  who  have  asked,  “Why 
has  the  Congress  not  adopted  some  of 
the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission,  which  would  save  between 
$5  billion  and  $3  billion?”  That  is  what 
they  ask  in  their  letters,  yet  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  we  are  considering  raising  the 
debt  limit  although  we  have  not  adopted 
the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions. 

I  wish  to  compliment  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 
I  will  vote  for  his  motion  to  recommit 
the  bill. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  if  his  mail  is  not  much  like  mine, 
with  reference  to  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommendations? 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  true 'With  re¬ 
spect  to  my  mail,  also,  and  I  venture  to 
guess  that  it  is  true  with  respect  to  the 
mail  of  every  other  Senator. 

I  think  the  Senator  will  agree  with  me 
that  I  am  emphasizing  a  point  which  is 
very  important  at  the  present  time, 
which  relates  to  the  psychological  effect 
on  the  people  of  this  country.  It  may 
well  be  that  if  we  adopted  many  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  next  week  the  effects  of  those 
measures  might  not  make  themselves 
evideht,  and  might  not  become  evident 
for  many  months,  or  perhaps  for  another 
fiscal  year.  It  is  perhaps  true  that  if  we 
increase  postal  rates  this  week,  to  take 
care  of  some  of  the  postal  deficit,  such 
action  will  not  have  its  effect  in  time. 
It  may  well  be  that  if  some  of  the  sug¬ 
gestions  made  by  the  very  able  and  dis- 
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tinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  were 
acted  upon  immediately  even  before  the 
end  of  the  year  perhaps  we  would  have 
to  give  the  Treasury  some  elbow  room. 

My  feeling,  however,  is  that  this  is  a 
bad  time  to  act  on  such  a  proposal  as 
that  now  pending.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  will  agree  with  me 
that  word  should  not  go  out  to  the  people 
of  the  country  today  that  we  are  raising 
the  debt  limit,  when  we  have  under  con¬ 
sideration  all  the  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission,  as  exemplified 
by  bills  on  the  calendar  and  in  the  com¬ 
mittees,  and  when  there  are  various 
other  things  we  have  been  talking  about 
doing,  which  we  hope  to  do  to  conserve 
the  financial  resources  of  the  Nation. 

We  should  not  permit  the  word  to  go 
out  today  that  the  first  thing  the  Senate 
did,  and  the  first  thing  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  did,  in  the  present  ses¬ 
sion,  was  to  raise  the  debt  limit.  We 
cannot  explain  to  the  general  public  all 
the  elements  involved.  If  that  word 
goes  out,  it  will  have  a  disastrous  impact. 
We  should  not  permit  that  to  happen 
unless  it  is  vitally  necessary. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  both  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senators  to  page  2  of  the 
hearings  before  the  committee,  when  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  if  I  read  the 
English  language  correctly,  did  not  indi¬ 
cate  the  need  was  immediate,  so  far  as 
the  Government’s  being  able  to  satisfy  its 
necessary  obligations  was  concerned. 
The  Secretary  said  he  wanted  this  action 
taken  now,  to  make  it  easier  to  finance 
the  debt. 

I  repeat  that  on  pages  423  and  424  of 
the  hearings  it  is  shown  that  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  said,  in 
effect,  that  so  far  as  a  pressing  need  was 
concerned,  the  pressing  need  would  not 
come,  in  his  opinion,  until  early  next 
year.  Jt  is  granted,  of  course,  that  fi¬ 
nancing  operations  would  be  easier  for 
the  Treasury  if  we  give  them  today  what 
they  ask.  It  will  have  the  effect  of  tak¬ 
ing  the  lid  off,  if  we  send  the  word 
downtown,  “Oh,  yes;  Congress  is  willing 
to  raise  the  debt  ceiling.” 

The  effect  upon  the  people  of  the 
country  and  upon  their  confidence  in 
us,  in  their  Government,  and  in  what  we 
intend  to  do — whether  we  have  the  te¬ 
nacity  and  courage  to  do  something — I 
think  would  be  disastrous. 

The  bill  can  be  called  out  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  any  day,  any  week,  for  the  next 
3  or  4  months,  if  need  requires  it. 

I  hope  my  words  will  not  be  taken  as 
an  expression  of  a  lack  of  confidence  in 
the  committee,  when  I  say  I  desire  to 
make  a  motion  to  recommit  the  bill,  be¬ 
cause  I  do  not  contend  it  is  not  going 
to  be  necessary  to  take  the  action  which 
is  requested.  I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
judgment  of  such  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tors  as  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Martin]  and  the  other  able 
Senators  who  have  gone  into  this  matter 
year  after  year,  while  serving  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
However,  I  think  we  ought  to  do  some¬ 
thing  else  first.  We  are  putting  the 
cart  before  the  horse. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  before 
this  week  is  past  we  shall  have  a  chance 


to  vote  upon  whether  we  are  going  to 
take  some  action  with  regard  to  the 
deficit  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 
There  are  other  things  we  can  do.  If, 
after  that  time,  it  were  found  necessary 
to  increase  the  debt  limit  temporarily, 
I  think  the  people  of  the  country  would 
receive  that  information  with  much  bet¬ 
ter  grace,  and  it  would  not  shake  their 
confidence  in  us. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 
I  hope  he  will  make  a  request  for  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote  on  his  motion  to  recommit 
the  bill. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  make  a  brief 
statement  for  the  benefit  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire.  , 

The  Government  of  the  United  States 
is  much  like  a  corporation  or  an  indi¬ 
vidual  when  it  comes  to  the  matter  of 
credit.  The  rasing  of  the  debt  ceiling 
at  the  present  time  will  make  it  possible 
for  the  United  States  Government  to 
have  a  very  much  more  favorable  market 
reaction  when  the  Government  goes  into 
the  market  for  additional  funds.  It  is 
necessary  for  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  to  do  some  financing  prac¬ 
tically  every  week.  That  is  one  of  the 
reasons  for  consideration  of  the  bill  at 
the  present  time.  If  the  bill  shall  be 
enacted,  the  Government  will  have  a 
greater  advantage  when  it  goes  into  the 
market.  * 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  say, 
Mr.  President,  that  I  have  listened  to  all 
the  arguments  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board,  Mr.  Martin,  and 
his  arguments  sound  very  good,  however 
they  always  need  more  taxpayers’ 
money. 

It  has  been  testified — Mr.  Humphrey 
so  stated  in  his  testimony,  under  my 
cross  examination,  when  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  started  its  hear¬ 
ings  last  fall,  with  regard  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  state  of  the  Nation,  as  did  Mr. 
Martin — that  the  1948  dollar  is  worth  in 
present  day  purchasing  power  47  cents. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  dollar  is 
worth  about  33  cents,  or  about  one-third 
of  what  it  was  worth  in  1934. 

The  confidence  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  is  already  shaken.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  in  my  mind  that  when  we  lowered 
the  purchasing  power  of  the  dollar  to 
33  cents,  the  “smart*-’  financing  was  de¬ 
signed  to  make  wages  buy  less,  and 
finally  to  clamp  them  at  that  level. 

The  insurance  upon  which  a  man  has 
been  paying  for  10  or  15  years,  in  order 
to  send  a  boy  or  girl  to  school,  or  to 
leave  an  inheritance  is  worth  a  third  of 
what  it  was  in  1934  or  less  than  one-half 
of  what  it  was  in  1948. 

The  banks  and  insurance  companies 
do  not  promise  to  return  purchasing 
power.  They  promise  only  to  return  the 
dollar.  So  there  is  no  end  to  inflation, 
so  long  as  we  raise  the  debt  limit  and 
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print  more  money.  Mr.  Martin,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  under 
cross  examination  by  me  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  as  appears  in  part  III  of  the  pub¬ 
lished  testimony  printed  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  stated  that  he  had 
the  authority  to  print  the  amount  of 
money  which  in  his  judgment  industry 
would  need  from  1  to  2  years  ahead, 
whether  it  be  $1  billion,  or  $3  billion,  if 
he  thought  industry  might  need  it.  He 
could  also  reduce  it. 

There  is  no  question  of  his  authority 
to  raise  or  lower  the  discount  rate,  which 
to  a  large  extent  controls  investment. 
There  is  no  question  of  his  authority  to 
fix  stock-exchange  margins.  He  can 
lower  them  or  raise  them.  He  has  re¬ 
cently  lowered  them.  He  can  make  the 
'required  margin  two  percent  or  98  per¬ 
cent.  He  largely  controls  the  amount 
of  stock  sold  on  the  stock  exchange. 

In  closing  I  wish  to  thank  my  good 
friends  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton],  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin],  and  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Langer],  for  entering  into  this  debate. 

It  involves  one  of  the  most  important 
questions  before  the  American  people 
today. 

The  problem  is  to  stop  the  pincers 
movement  which  threatens  to  destroy 
the  economy  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  will  act  after  they  learn  the  entire 
plan,  as  I  have  outlined  it  in  my  brief 
discussion  today,  including  free  imports 
and  the  sending  to  Europe  of  billions  of 
dollars  of  the  taxpayers’  money  to  build 
up  dollar  balances  and  to  build  plants 
to  use  the  cheap  labor  and  send  the 
goods  to  this  Nation.  Mr.  Dulles  states 
that  such  aid  must  be  permanent.  The 
Senator  from  Nevada  stated  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  in  1948  that  if  the  so- 
called  Marshall  plan  passed  that  it 
would  become  permanent. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  may  yield  to  me  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  bill  without  his  losing  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  House  bill  9955,  a  bill  to  provide  for 
a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt 
limit,  be  recommitted  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.v 
Cotton]  . 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  that  motion.  : 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
madge  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mi*.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion 
to  recommit. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  motion  toi  recommit. 
Having  listened  to  the  colloquy  between 
my  distinguished  colleagues,  the  Sena¬ 
tor-  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton] 
and  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone],  I  should  like  to  state  an  opposing 
point  of  view. 

In  my  judgment,  the  proposed  action 
in  raising  the  debt  limit  should  have 
been  taken  as  much  as  a  year  ago.  Fail¬ 
ure  to  raise  the  debt  limit  last  year  had 
serious  consequences  on  our  national- 
defense  program.  The  timing  now  is 
good,  not  bad.  The  psychological  impact 
of  voting  in  support  of  the  committee 
recommendation  today  will  be  good,  not 
only  throughout  the  United  States,  but 
also  throughout  the  entire  free  world. 
By  raising  the  debt  limit,  Congress  will 
show  that  it  is  prepared  at  least  tem¬ 
porarily  to  eliminate  an  obsolete  sur¬ 
vival  of  a  discredited  economic  theory. 

I  should  like  briefly  to  make  four 
points.  My  first  point  is  that  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee — a  committee 
headed  by  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd] — makes 
it  clear  beyond  peradventure  of  a  doubt 
that  an  increase  in  the  debt  limit 
is  badly  needed  now  in  order  to  give 
our  Government  the  flexibility  it  needs 
to  finance  the  vast  enterprises  which 
it  supervises,  in  particular  in  the 
defense  of  our  country  against  the  Rus¬ 
sian  threat.  That  is  the  opinion  not 
only  of  so  conservative  a  Member  of  the 
Senate  as  the  senior  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd] — to  whose  abilities  I 
am  glad  to  pay  tribute — but  of  practi¬ 
cally  every  reponsible  financier  in  the 
country. 

My  second  point,  Mr.  President,  is  that 
fixing  a  debt  limit  is  unsound  in  prin¬ 
ciple.  I  hope  the  day  is  not  far  off 
when  we  will  abolish  it  as  the  obsolete 
survival  to  which  I  referred  a  moment 
ago. 

If  the  debt  limit  is  set  too  high,  it  is 
irrelevant.so  far  as  action  by  Congress 
is  concerned.  If  it  is  set  at  a  point 
where  it  takes  effect,  the  executive 
branch  is  faced  with  this  dilemma:  It 
must  either  refuse  to  carry  out  programs 
which  Congress  has  authorized,  appro¬ 
priated  for,  and  intended  to  be  carried 
out,  or  it  must  delay  the  payment  of 
debts  which  the  Government  has  con¬ 
tracted.  Both  of  those  things  happened 
last  fall. 

The  debt  limit  reduces  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  ability  to  move  quickly  in  the 
event  of  a  military  crisis,  recession,  or 
other  circumstances  which  may  require 
a  speedup  in  spending.  It  is  a  self-im¬ 
posed  hobble  by  which  the  Government, 
having  decided  on  a  course  of  action, 
restrains  itself  from  doing  what  it  has 
set  out  to  do.  This  point  of  view  was 
never  expressed  better  than  it  was  on 
February  10,  1958,  before  the  Joint  Eco¬ 
nomic  Committee  by  Ralph  J.  Watkins, 
Director  of  Economic  Studies,  Brookings 
Institution,  certainly  no  leftwing  organi¬ 
zation,  when  Mr.  Watkins  said: 

Parenthetically,  one  wonders  how  long  it 
will  be,  recession  or  no  recession,  before  the 


executive  branch  of  the  Government  will 
summon  the  courage  to  recommend  to  the 
Congress  and  fight  strenuously  for  the  com¬ 
plete  repeal  of  the  arbitrary  debt  ceiling  that 
so  ill  serves  the  Nation  at  any  time  and  all 
the  more  so  in  a  time  of  such  grave  peril 
to  our  very  survival. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  at  this  point  in  my  remarks 
somewhat  longer  excerpts  from  the  tes¬ 
timony  of  Mr.  Watkins  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Excerpts  From  Testimony  of  Ralph  J.  Wat¬ 
kins,  Director  of  Economic  Studies, 

Brookings  Institution,  Before  the  Joint 

Economic  Committee,  February  10,  1958 

I  would  lay  the  groundwork  now  for  a 
prompt  request  to  the  Congress  for  repeal 
of  the  debt  ceiling,  to  provide  room  for  fiscal 
-maneuver  and  to  allay  any  lingering  doubts 
as  to  the  degree  of  resolution  in  countering 
recession. 

Parenthetically,  one  wonders  how  long  it 
will  be,  recession  or  no  recession,  before  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  will 
summon  the  courage  to  recommend  to  the 
Congress  and  fight  strenuously  for  the  com¬ 
plete  repeal  of  the  arbitrary  debt  ceiling 
that  so  ill  serves  the  nation  at  any  time 
and  all  the  more  so  in  a  time  of  such  grave 
peril  to  our  very  survival.  The  debt  ceiling 
in  the  past  may  have  reflected  primarily  a 
lack  of  confidence  in  the  fiscal  soundness  of 
the  Executive  Branch,  but  it  seems  clear 
that  its  continuance  over  the  years  reflects 
even  more  a  lack  of  confidence  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  Congress— the  fear  that  it  may 
be  tempted  to  spend  more  than  should  be 
spent.  The  desire  for  economy  is  commend¬ 
able,  but  it  is  false  economy  and  shameful 
as  well  to  put  hobbles  on  a  great  nation. 
Moreover,  a  debt  ceiling  that  has  fluctuated 
over  the  past  four  decades  between  $11  % 
billion  and  $300  billion  cannot  be  said  to 
have  any  ultimate  significance.  There  must 
be  a  more  intelligent  way  to  achieve  fiscal 
soundness. 

Nor  can  business  investment  decisions  be 
blamed  for  the  crisis  of  confidence  which 
shook  American  society  last  fall.  That  crisis 
may  well  have  been  precipitated  by  the  cut¬ 
backs  and  stretch-outs  in  military  procure¬ 
ment  starting  in  the  summer.  They  affected 
a  wide  range  of  industry  all  across  the  coun¬ 
try  and,  added  to  the  impact  of  evidence  of 
slow  payment  of  bills  by  Government,  could 
hardly  fail  to  influence  business  confidence 
adversely.  The  real  culprit,  given  our  de¬ 
fense  needs,  may  have  been  the  arbitrary 
debt  ceiling. 

With  the  advantage  of  hindsight,  it  is  easy 
to  add  that  courageous  action  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  lift  the  debt  ceiling  would 
have  been  far  preferable  to  the  shock  of  de¬ 
fense  cutbacks  and  stretch-outs. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  the  posi¬ 
tion  taken  by  Mr.  Watkins  was  subse¬ 
quently  confirmed  by  three  other  dis¬ 
tinguished  economists,  Roy  Blough  of 
Columbia  University,  Lester  V.  Chandler 
of  Princeton,  and  John  Kenneth  Gal¬ 
braith  of  Harvard.’ 

Mr.  President,  my  third  point  is  that 
the  debt  limit  had  severely  detrimental 
effects  last  fall. 

Military  cutbacks  and  stretchouts 
last  fall  were  necessary  in  order  not  to 
exceed  the  debt  ceiling.  In  addition,  the 
Treasury  Department  had  to  execute 
some  unusual  transactions,  through 
FNMA  and  otherwise,  which  resulted  in 
borrowing  at  higher  rates  than  would 
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have  been  necessary  with  normal  bor¬ 
rowing. 

On  May  22,  1957,  Secretary  Wilson 
issued  an  order  withholding  $500  million 
from  1957  funds  appropriated  for  major 
procurement  and  production,  research 
and  development,  and  military  con¬ 
struction. 

The  $500  million  was  allocated  as  fol¬ 
lows:  $100  million  to  the  Army;  $150- 
million  to  the  Navy;  and  $250  million 
to  the  Air  Force. 

In  testimony  before  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee  in  May  and  June 
1957,  the  Department  of  Defense  ofiScials 
made  clear  that  the  debt  ceiling  was  the 
reason  for  the  cutback. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  excerpts  from  that  testimony, 
as  well  as  some  excerpts  from  newspaper 
accounts  of  defense  cutbacks  last  fall, 
may  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Excerpts  From  the  Testimony 

W.  J.  McNeil,  Assistant  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense.  Congress  acts  on  the  new  obligational 
authority  and  considers  the  expenditures  but 
takes  no  formal  action  on  them  as  such.  In 
the  executive  branch,  they  have  the  problem 
of  financing.  We  have  a  debt  ceiling. 

*  *  •  *  • 

Mr.  McNeil.  We  have  been  informed  that, 
considering  the  anticipated  revenues  of  the 
Government,  and  the  statutory  debt  limit, 
expenditures  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
must  not  substantially  exceed  the  budget 
estimate  of  $38  biljion  during  the  coming 
year.  The  current  monthly  rate  of  expendi¬ 
ture,  however,  is  now  running  considerably 
above  the  annual  rate  fo  $38  billion.  *  *  * 
Secretary  Wilson  has  asked  that  you  be  in¬ 
formed  that  steps  are  being  taken  which 
should  bring  defense  expenditures  into  line 
with  the  President's  budget  submission,  for 
fiscal  year  1958. 

•  •  *  •  • 

Senator  Symington.  Does  this  memoran¬ 
dum  delay  the  ordering  of  needed  equipment, 
and  conflict  with  the  previous  statement  of 
the  requirements  presented  to  the  Congress? 

Mr.  McNeil.  I  do  not  like  to  hesitate  on  the 
answer  to  that  question.  Does  it  delay  the 
ordering  of  equipment?  Yes.  Needed  equip¬ 
ment?  Undoubtedly  there  will  be  some 
needed  equipment  among  the  total. 

*  •  *  *  * 

Senator  Symington.  Is  it  true  that  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  the  May  22d  memorandum, 
the  production  schedules  had  been  adjusted 
downward  for  the  Air  Force  in  B-52’s,  KC- 
135’s,  three  of  our  most  modern  fighters, 
C-133’s,  and  several  of  our  missiles;  is  that 
correct? 

Maj.  Gen.  L.  P.  Gerrity,  Assistant  for  Pro¬ 
duction  Programing,  Air  Force.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect,  Senator  Symington. 

***** 

Senator  Symington.  Were  fiscal  considera¬ 
tions  involved  in  these  decisions  for  reduc¬ 
tion,  or  did  the  Air  Force  commanders  find 
that  they  did  not  need  these  modern  weapons 
systems  in  such  quantity  so  soon? 

General  Asensio.  I  am  General  Asensio, 
Comptroller,  and  I  would  say  that  the  fiscal 
decisions  were  a  governing  influence  in  the 
adjustment,  sir. 

Senator  Symington.  Does  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  after  the  Congress  has  expressed 
its  decision  about  the  money,  based  on  the 
program  presented,  does  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  have  the  authority  to  arbitrarily  al¬ 
ter  the  program? 
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Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Donald  A. 
Quarles.  My  understanding  of  it  is  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  does  have  not  only 
legal  authority  but  it  has  the  obligation  im¬ 
posed  on  it  in  respect  to  the  debt  limit  of 
the  Government,  and  to  the  extent  that  ex¬ 
penditures  threaten  the  debt  limit,  then  I 
think  it  does  have  a  solid  authority  to  con¬ 
trol  it. 

*  *  •  *  * 

Newspaper  accounts  throughout  the  fall, 
even  after  the  launching  of  sputnik  by  the 
Russians,  told  of  stretchouts  and  cutbacks 
in  the  most  critical  defense  programs,  in¬ 
cluding  research  and  missile  development 
and  production.  These  resulted  from  the 
$38  billion  ceiling  on  expenditures,  which 
was  in  turn  related  to  the  debt  ceiling. 

Examples : 

Washington  Post  and  Times  Herald,  Octo¬ 
ber  16:  “A  high  Government  source  said  last 
night  that  top  officials  still  believe  the  pres¬ 
ent  program  vis-a-vis  Russia  is  sound  and 
pouring  additional  major  sums  in  it  would 
be  unnecessary  and  unwise.  This  present 
administration  stand  has  been  taken  in  face 
of  congressional  demands  for  an  accelerated 
program,  and  unofficial  Pentagon  confirma¬ 
tion  that  long-range  ballistic  programs  ac¬ 
tually  have  been  cut  back  under  the  admin¬ 
istration  economy  program.’’ 

Washington  Post  and  Times-Herald,  Octo¬ 
ber  17:  “Hard-pressed  Treasury  aides  are 
pulling  rabbits  from  their  hats  and  have  sev¬ 
eral  more  in  reserve  to  help  them  stay  in¬ 
side  the  $275  billion  ceiling  on  the  national 
debt.  *  *  *  Nobody  *  *  *  will  say  so,  but 
military  contractors  report  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  paying  its  bills  more  slowly.  This 
alleged  foot-dragging  is  one  way  of  conserv¬ 
ing  cash.’’ 

Washington  Post  and  Times-Herald,  Octo¬ 
ber  20:  “Pentagon  spokesmen  acknowledged 
yesterday  that  an  August  17  order  by  former 
Defense  Secretary  Charltes  E.  Wilson,  which 
just  came  to  light,  will  reduce  current  Army, 
Navy,  and  Air  Force  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  budgets  by  at  least  $170  million,  or  a 
minimum  of  10  percent.” 

New  York  Times,  November  7:  “Defense 
cutbacks  resulting  in  the  cancellation  or 
stretchout  of  about  2,000  contracts  to  uni¬ 
versities  and  colleges  are  causing  havoc  in 
basic  research  related  to  weapons  of  the  mis¬ 
sile  age.” 

New  York  Times,  November  8:  “Lay-offs 
resulting  from  defense  cutbacks  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  affect  teams  of  engineers  and  scien¬ 
tists  assembled  at  great  expense  for  basic 
research  on  the  weapons  of  tomorrow.” 

President  Eisenhower,  in  his  October  30 
press  conference,  acknowledged  that  the  debt 
ceiling  was  the  root  of  the  problem.  He  said: 
“McElroy  *  *  *  has  been  authorized  already, 
and  I  think  has  announced,  that  there  will 
be  greater  expenditures.  Now,  this  touches 
a  very  sensitive  point,  because  you  know  the 
last  Congress  did  not  authorize  us  even  a 
temporary  rise  in  the  debt  rate.  *  *  *  So 
the — he  was  supposed  to  keep  within  a  par¬ 
ticular  figure  for  his  expenditure  for  the 
year.” 

(Note. — The  President  did  not  ask  the 
Congress  in  1957  to  increase  the  debt  limit.) 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  who  took  the  lead  in  making  clear 
at  those  hearings  the  adverse  effects 
which  the  debt  ceiling  was  having  on  our 
national  defense  was  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington],  whom  I  commend  for  the 
great  public  service  which  he  rendered 
on  that  occasion. 

My  fourth  point  is  that  the  pending 
bill  makes  it  possible  that  the  same 
trouble  will  occur  this  fall,  and  virtually 
certain  that  it  will  occur  in  the  fall  of 
1959,  unless  Congress  acts  again. 
Presumably  the  $5  billion  increase  will 


he  sufficient  to  tide  us  over  until  June 
30,  1959;  but  virtually  every  competent 
observer  and  analyst  has  said  that  the 
President’s  revenue  estimates  are  opti¬ 
mistic,  and  if  the  recession  should  deepen, 
and  if  we  should  decide  to  undertake  the 
kind  of  military  speedup  and  the  kind 
of  domestic  public  works  program  which, 
in  my  judgment,  will  become  essential,  $5 
billion  will  not  be  sufficient. 

In  any  case,  since  the  increase  in  the 
bill  is  temporary  and  will  expire  on  June 
30,  1959,  we  are  almost  certain  to  be 
in  trouble  in  the  fall  of  1959,  because 
we  can  hardly  expect  to  create  by  that 
time  a  surplus  sufficient  to  offset  the  rise 
in  the  debt  limit  which  is  immediately 
necessary  now. 

Mr.  President,  I  wonder  how  many 
Senators  think  in  their  hearts  that  we 
will  go  through  this  fiscal,  year  without 
a  deficit.  I  wonder  how  many  would_ 
confidently  aver  that  a  deficit  will  not 
occur  in  1959. 

If  the  proposals — unwise,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment — which  call  for  a  tax  cut  receive 
additional  impetus,  we  can  be  certain 
that  we  really  will  have  a  deficit. 

For  all  these  reasons,  I  oppose  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit,  and  I  commend  the 
committee  for  the  action  it  has  taken, 
even  though,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  en¬ 
tirely  inadequate. 

If  there  is  to  be  a  debt  limit — and,  I 
repeat,  I  do  not  think  there  should  be 
one — let  it  be,  at  least,  a  debt  limit  which 
will  bear  some  reasonable  relationship 
to  the  gross  national  product  and  to  the 
country’s  wealth.  In  1945,  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  was  $213,600,000,000. 
At  that  time,  the  debt  was  $278,700,- 
000,000.  That  was  higher  than  the  figure 
today. 

Today,  the  preliminary  figures  for 
1957  show  that  the  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  is  $433,900,000,000,  and  the  debt  limit 
is  still  $275  billion. 

In  1945,  the  debt  was  130  percent  of 
the  gross  national  product.  Today  it  is 
only  63  percent. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  table  entitled  “Relation  of 
Federal  Debt  to  Gross  National  Product,” 
1945-1947. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Relation  of  Federal  debt  to  gross  national 
product,  1945-75 


Period 

Total  gross 
national 
product 

Gross  public 
debt  and 
guaranteed 
issues 
at  end  of 
period 1 

Ratio  of 
debt  to  s 
GNP 
(percent) 

1945 . . 

213.  6 

278.7 

130 

1946 . . 

209.  2 

259.  5 

124 

1947 . . . 

232.2 

257.0 

111 

1948 . 

257.3 

252.9 

98 

1949 . 

257.  3 

257.  2 

100 

1950 . 

285.1 

256.  7 

90 

1951 . 

328.2 

259.  5 

79 

1952 . . 

345.  4 

267.  4 

77 

1953 . 

363.2 

275.  2 

76 

1954 _ 

301.  2 

278.8 

77 

1955 . 

391.7 

280.8 

72 

1956 . . 

414.7 

276.7 

67 

1957  3 . 

433.9 

275.0 

63 

1  A  small  portion  of  the  amounts  shown  in  this  column 
are  not  subject  to  the  debt  limit. 

1  Preliminary. 


Source:  Economic  Report  of  the  President,  January 
1958. 
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Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  realize 
that  this  argument  will  fall  on  deaf  ears 
in  the  case  of  many  of  my  colleagues.  I 
like  to  think  that  we  must  be  a  little 
ahead  of  the  times  in  this  body.  I  have 
some  personal  confidence  that  the  time 
will  come  when  these  economic  theories 
will  represent  the  views  of  a  majority  of 
the  Senate,  and  not  a  minority. 

In  any  event,  I  urge  my  colleagues  at 
this  time  to  vote  against  the  motion  to 
recommit  and  to  stand  behind  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd], 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  find  the 
arguments  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark]  to  be  very  convincing. 
I  am  pleased  to  associate  myself  with, 
certainly,  the  burden  of  his  argument 
this  afternoon. 

If  I  have  any  difference  of  opinion  with 
him,  it  is  based  upon  an  understanding  of 
one  comment  he  made — and  that  is  still 
subject  to  further  discussion — namely, 
the  question  concerning  whether  any 
form  of  tax  reduction  should  take  place 
at  this  time. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  that  some  tax 
reduction  which  would  benefit  the  people 
in  the  lower  income  brackets  would  be 
helpful  to  industry,  in  that  any  saving  in 
that  group  would  go  immediately  into  the 
cash  registers  of  the  small-business  men 
of  the  country,  who  need  this  purchasing 
power. 

Except  for  the  matter  of  a  tax  cut,  I 
associate  myself  completely  with  the  very 
able  argument  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  has  made,  and  I  intend  to  stand 
with  him  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Oregon,  whose  views  are  so  much  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  mine.  I  recognize  his  argu¬ 
ment  in  support  of  a  tax  reduction,  but 
my  fear  has  been  that  many  will  use  a 
tax  reduction  as  an  excuse  to  deny  the 
appropriations  necessary  to  put  5  million 
back  to  work,  to  provide  the  houses 
which  are  needed,  to  provide  the 
urban  renewal  projects  which  are  needed, 
to  build  the  schools  which  are  needed,  to 
construct  the  roads  which  are  needed; 
in  short,  to  give  us  all  the  improvements 
in  the  public  segment  of  the  economy 
which  the  country  so  desperately  needs. 
I  should  hate  to  see  a  tax  reduction  used 
as  an  excuse  for  any  move  along  that 
line. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  completely  understand 
the  Senator’s  point  of  view.  I  think  we 
in  Congress  have  a  duty  to  make  certain 
that  a  needed  tax  reductiop  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  people  in  the  lower  income 
brackets  is  not  used  for  the  bad  purpose 
for  which  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
points  out  there  is  danger  it  might  be 
used. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  in  the  discus¬ 
sions  already  had  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  I  am  not  one  of  the  Senators  who 
have  been  afraid  to  use  the  phrase 
“deficit  spending”  in  time  of  a  national 
crisis.  When  there  is  a  great  national 
economic  crisis,  I  think  the  Government 
should  not  hesitate  to  engage  in  deficit 
spending,  if  that  is  necessary  to  protect 
the  people  from  suffering. 

It  is  only  because  I  think  we  need  to 
bring  tax  relief  to  those  in  the  lower  in¬ 
come  brackets,  by  way  of  some  increase 
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in  tax  exemption,  that  I  am  a  cosponsor 
of  the  Douglas  bill. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 


ENDORSEMENT  BY  SENATOR  MORSE 

OP  PRINCIPLE  OP  MULTILATERAL 

AID 

Mr.  MOR'SE.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
I  was  please\and  delighted  to  read  in 
the  New  York\imes  of  the  new  interna¬ 
tional  loan  funa.  to  be  proposed  today 
by  the  Senator  Xfom  Oklahoma  LMr. 
Monroney]  . 

On  February  10,  I^addressed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  the  subject  okthe  military  aid 
program  of  the  UnitedNstates,  pointing 
out  the  many  serious  questions  that  have 
been  raised  as  to  its  purpose  and  the  ef¬ 
fects  it  is  producing  around  the  world.  I 
pledged  that  I  would  soon  devqte  a  sim¬ 
ilar  speech  to  the  economic  aspects  of 
foreign  aid,  and  make  some  suggestion  as 
to  how  I  believe  the  United  States\ould 
effectively  use  economic  aid  to  raiseNliv- 
ing  standards  in  the  so-called  unds 
developed  countries. 

One  of  the  primary  features  of  such 
aid  must,  I  believe,  be  emphasis  upon 
multilateral  channels.  If  the  concept  of 
“foreign  aid  satellites”  is  ever  to  be  re¬ 
moved  from  foreign  aid,  both  from  the 
minds  of  Americans  and  from  the  minds 
of  recipient  countries,  I  think  such  aid 
must  be  channeled  through  the  United 
Nations. 

Several  devices  have  ben  proposed. 
One  is  the  Special  United  Nations  Fund 
for  Economic  Development;  another  is 
the  expansion  of  the  World  Bank,  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma, 
[Mr.  Monroney]  and  by  the  government 
of  West  Germany;  another  would  not  in¬ 
volve  development  loans  but  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  greatly  expanded  technical  as¬ 
sistance  program. 

It  is  my  intention  to  speak  at  length 
on  these  proposals  very  soon,  presenting 
their  merits  and  demerits.  I  am  in¬ 
creasingly  convinced  that  the  problems 
of  underdevelopment  that  today  are  the 
major  factors  of  daily  life  in  Asia,  Africa^ 
and  the  Middle  East  in  particular,  and 
in  many  other  parts  of  the  world,  as  Well, 
are  too  big  and  too  important  to  re¬ 
main  a  football  of  the  Ea^t-West 
struggle. 

In  my  study  of  the  task  foyfce  reports 
made  for  the  Special  Senate  Committee 
to  Study  the  Foreign  Am  Program,  I 
found  this  very  significant;  conclusion: 

Actually,  the  failure  of  Jme  United  Nation’s 
technical  assistance  program  to  achieve  far- 
reaching  results  does  not  stem  from  the  way 
It  is  organized  and  sraministered.  It  stems 
from  the  simple  faof  that  no  money  is  avail- 
elab  to  pay  for  th£  capital  goods  and  equip¬ 
ment,  without  fcne  work  and  the  advice  of 
the  most  talented  and  devoted  experts  can 
yield  but  meager  results. 

This  wffs  Study  No.  11:  Foreign  Aid 
Activities  of  Other  Free  Nations,  by 
Stuart/Rice  Associates. 

There  is  presently  no  multi-lateral 
len/ung  institution,  except  for  the  In- 
lational  Bank,  whose  loans  have  un¬ 
qualified  conditions  for  repayment  and  a 
comparatively  high  rate  of  interest. 


That  means  that  nations  seeking  de¬ 
velopment  capital — and  nations  that 
must  seek  it  outside  their  own  borders 
are  not  likely  to  be  able  to  pay  high  rates 
of  interest — must  attach  themselves  to 
some  extent  either  to  the  United  States 
or  to  the  Soviet  Union  as  a  means  of  de¬ 
veloping  their  economies.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  world  must  get  away 
from  that  situation;  and  the  best  way 
to  do  it  is  to  establish  economic  de¬ 
velopment  assistance  as  a  function  of  the 
United  Nations. 

That  is  why  I  think  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  has  done  the  Nation 
and  the  world  a  great  service  by  putting 
forward  his  proposal.  I  welcome  his 
proposal,  and  I  commend  his  action  in 
advancing  it.  Not  only  does  it  have 
great  merit  in  itself,  but  it  opens  a  new 
dimension  in  economic  aid — that  of 
multi-lateral  aid.  It  is  the  dimension 
which  I  think  will  prove  vital  to  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  economic  development,  because  in 
my  opinion  economic  development  on  a 
worldwide  basis  can  be  successful  only/ 
if  it  can  take  place  free  from  the  power 
struggle  between  East  and  West.  / 
Mr.  President,  in  concluding  my  com- 
lents  on  this  subject,  I  ask  unanimous 
dmisent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the.  Record,  as  part  of  my  remarks,  an 
artiote  entitled  “Monroney  Urges  a  Sec¬ 
ond  'World  Bank.”  The  .-article  was 
written\by  E.  W.  Kenwomiy,  and  was 
published,  in  the  New  X°rk  Times  of 
yesterday  /February  23 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  us^be  pointed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Monroney  Urges  Y  Second  World  Bank — 
It  Would  Mai^e  Low-Interest  Loans  to 
Poor  Nations 

(By  E.  W.  K&p  worthy) 
Washington,  February\22 — Senator  A.  S. 
Mike  Monroney  will  recommend  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Monday  the  creation  oha  new  interna¬ 
tional  agency  to  make  long-term,  low -inter¬ 
est  logns  to  underdeveloped  nations. 

Tile  international  development  associa¬ 
tion — as  the  Oklahoma  Democrat  tentatively 
alls  the  agency — would  be  associated  with 
the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development,  familiarly  known  a\  the 
World  Bank. 

However,  the  new  agency  would  limit  itself 
to  making  loans  that  the  World  Bank,  undek 
present  regulations,  must  reject. 

STUDIED  BY  ADMINISTRATION 

For  the  last  18  months  Senator  Monroney 
has  been  discussing  with  financial  leaders 
here  and  abroad  a  new  approach  to  the 
problem  of  financing  economic  development 
in  countries  that  cannot  always  meet  the 
loan  terms  of  the  World  Bank,  but  would 
prefer  to  get  credits  through  an  interna¬ 
tional  agency. 

Senator  Monroney  said  today  that  in  the 
hope  of  getting  a  bipartisan  approach  to  the 
problem,  he  had  discussed  his  plan  with 
many  leaders  in  the  present  administration. 

He  said  that  while  “there  has  been  no 
many  leaders  in  the  present  administration, 
position”  on  his  proposal,  administration 
leaders  "are  giving  it  a  continuing  study.” 

What  Senator  Monroney,  like  many  other 
legislators,  has  been  seeking  is  a  change  from 
the  unilateral  grants  and  loans  that  have 
been  the  basis  of  the  United  States  foreign 
economic  aid  program  for  the  last  12  years. 

He  has  also  been  seeking  a  way  to  use  for¬ 
eign  currencies  that  will  accrue  to  the  United 
States  from  the  sale  of  agricultural  surpluses. 


The  proceeds  are  usually  loaned  back  to  the 
purchaser.  In  a  few  years,  when  repayments 
of  these  loans  are  in  full  swing,  the  United 
States  will  be  faced  with  the  problem  of 
what  to  do  with  this  accumulatioivof  local 
currencies.  / 

BILLION  CAPITALIZATION 

The  Monroney  plan  envisages^  new  agency 
initially  capitalized  at  $1  pillion.  Of  this 
the  United  States  would  put  up  $300  million 
and  other  countries  $7p0  million.  These 
currencies  would  be  con/ertible. 

This  $1  billion  would  provide  the  agency 
with  the  necessary  hhrd  money  base.  The 
subscribers  would  have  the  voting  stock  in 
the  agency  proportionate  to  their  subscrip¬ 
tion,  in  the  same  way  that  voting  stock  is 
distributed  in  V he  world  bank. 

It  has  beerytuggested  that  for  its  purchase 
of  capital  stock  the  United  States  might  use 
the  $300  snillion  appropriated  by  Congress 
last  yeai/  for  the  development  loan  fund. 
This  idi^a,  it  is  thought,  might  be  attractive 
to  Congress  because  it  would  avoid  any  new 
appropriation  for  capital  stock.  The  initial 
$366  million  appropriated  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund  remains  intact,  since  no 
loans  have  been  made. 

It  has  also  been  suggested  that  the  United 
States  for  a  few  years  might  use  interest 
payments  on  earlier  foreign  aid  loans  at  the 
rate  of  $75  million  a  year. 

Similarly,  it  is  believed,  hard  currency 
countries  in  Europe  might  find  some  of  the 
money  for  capital  stock  purchases  in  their 
unexpended  counterpart  funds.  Under  mu¬ 
tual  security  agreements  In  past  years,  these 
countries  set  aside  in  their  own  currencies 
roughly  the  equivalent  of  the  military  aid 
they  received.  This  was  to  be  used  for  eco¬ 
nomic  development.  Not  all  of  it  has  been 
expended. 

NONVOTING  STOCK  PLANNED 

The  Monroney  plan  also  provides  for  a 
nonvoting  stock  to  be  purchased  with  soft 
local  currencies.  It  is  here  that  the  United 
States  would  find  a  use  for  the  local  curren¬ 
cies  accruing  from  the  sale  of  surplus  farm 
commodities. 

Out  of  this  mixture  of  hard  and  soft  cur¬ 
rencies  the  international  development  as¬ 
sociation  could  make  long-term  multilateral 
loans  at  low  interest  rates. 

Officials  at  the  World  Bank  have  pointed 
out  to  Senator  Monroney  that  many  times 
the  bank  has  had  to  refuse  a  loan  application 
because  it  did  not  regard  the  total  loan  re¬ 
quested  as  “bankable.”  That  is,  the  bank 
did  not  believe  the  applicant  able  to  repay 
the  whole  loan  and  meet  the  interest  pay¬ 
ments  in  hard  currency,  as  the  bank’s  rules 
require. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  bank  has  often 
Regarded  50  to  80  percent  of  a  loan  request 
as  "bankable.”  But  for  lack  of  an  institu¬ 
tion  that  would  take  the  other  20  to  50 
percent,  the  loan  has  been  refused. 

Mr. -^Ionroney's  agency,  then,  is  envisaged 
as  just\such  a  “secondary  mortgage”  bank, 
which  might  supply  what  the  World  Bank 
could  not!  The  interest  rate  of  the  new 
bank’s  loans  would  be  2  percent  repayable 
over  forty  years,  compared  with  World  Bank 
terms  of  4  to  G  percent  over  twenty  years. 

Senator  Monroney  gives  this  example  of 
how  the  proposed  bank  might  operate  in 
conjunction  with  the  World  Bank: 

Suppose  a  $400  million  loan  was  requested 
by  India  and  Pakistan  for  a  joint,  multi¬ 
purpose  river  development  project.  The 
World  Bank  might  decid^that  it  could  sup¬ 
ply  half  the  loan.  The  remainder  would  be 
provided  by  the  new  bank.  \ 

The  new  bank  could  malie  its  loan  in. 
several  currencies.  Dollars  could  be  used 
to  purchase  earth-moving  equipment; 
deutschemarks  for  the  erection  or\a  cement 
factory:  pounds,  francs,  and  guilders''^  gen¬ 
erating  equipment  and  rupees  for  locallabor. 
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AVOID  "HANDOUT”  LABEL 

BAgetting  development  aid  on  an  inter¬ 
national,  multilateral  basis,  Senator  Mon- 
roney  'believes  that  the  American  people 
would  n\  longer  regard  economic  aid  as  a 
handout  and  underdeveloped  countries  would 
no  longer  Sel  they  were  accepting  charity, 
with  politicalstrings  attached. 

Furthermore^,  the  Senator  has  been  told 
that  such  an  agtocy  could  be  created  with 
little  addition  to  tije  personnel  of  the  World 
Bank. 

Loans  at  2  percent, \he  Senator  points  out, 
would  be  competitive  Nyith  those  the  Soviet 
bloc  offers. 

By  contrast,  loans  uncial  the  development 
loan  fund  would  carry  interest  from  3'/2  to 
5%  percent. 

In  a  statement  today.  Senator  Monroney 
said  that  the  mutual-security 'programs  of 
the  past  “served  a  splendid  piibpose,”  but 
that  the  world  had  now  changed  ajjd  a  dif¬ 
ferent  aid  concept  was  needed. 

“The  free  and  uncommitted  nationsNof  the 
world  now  expect  and  demand  to  progress  on 
a  basis  of  equality,”  he  said.  “There  is\no 
place  in  the  world  today  for  anything  tn^t 
can  be  construed  as  a  handout.  Instead  w< 
need  to  stress  multilateral  loans  which  can 
be  made  on  a  completely  self-respecting 
basis.” 

He  continued: 

“Dozens  of  nations  are  emerging  from 
colonialism.  We  must  together  finance  those 
projects  which  will  give  them  their  economic 
independence.  Every  young  nation  needs  an 
international  line  of  credit  and  through  a 
multilateral  lending  association  the  curren¬ 
cies  of  many  nations  can  be  used  to  provide 
it.” 

FINANCIAL  DISCLOSURES  BY  MEM¬ 
BERS  OF  CONGRESS 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  yes¬ 
terday’s  magazine  section  of  the  New 
York  Times  there  was  published  a  very 
thought-provoking  article  entitled,  “Who 
Polices  the  Policeman  (Congress)  ?”  The 
article  was  written  by  my  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neu- 
berger],  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  the  article  printed  in  the  Record, 
together  with  this  comment  by  me: 

I  believe  that  the  points  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  raises  in  his  article 
are  deserving  of  the  careful  attention  of 
the  appropriate  committee  of  the  United 
States  Senate.  Again,  as  I  did  last  Fri¬ 
day  afternoon  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
I  renew  my  recommendation  for  a  con: 
sideration  of  my  proposal  of  many  yea: 
standing  in  the  Senate,  namely,  that /he 
Congress  pass  a  measure  requiring/fhat 
all  officials  of  the  Government,  includ¬ 
ing  Members  of  the  Congress,  .who  re¬ 
ceive  a  Federal  paycheck  of  & 10,000  a 
year  or  more,  be  required  once  a  year 
publicly  to  disclose  the  sources  of  all  their 
income  and  its  amount. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  pririted  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Who  Polices  the  PoeIceman  (Congress)  ? — - 
Investigations  of  Conflict-of-Interest 
Cases  Raise  a/ Question  in  Political 
Morality  :  Should  Congress  Itself  Be 
Exempt  FRoiyr  the  Standards  It  Imposes 
on  Others?, 

(Bv/Richard  Ii.  Neuberger) 
Washington. — Once  again  the  disturbing 
question/bf  conflict  of  interest  is  racking  the 
city  that  is  our  seat  of  government.  This 
time  / those  involved  are  predominantly 
members  of  powerful  quasi-independent 


regulatory  commissions,  with  particular  em¬ 
phasis  on  the  personnel  of  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  which  allo¬ 
cates  licenses  for  radio  and  television  out¬ 
lets.  Some  of  these  men  have  been  charged 
by  congressional  committees  with  accepting 
entertainment,  travel  expenses,  speaking  fees, 
and  reception  equipment  from  various  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  industry  that  they  are  supposed 
to  supervise.  Wives  and  other  members 
of  their  families  are  also  said  to  have  shared 
in  this  hospitality.  Certain  of  the  charges 
have  been  challenged,  but  the  basic  issue 
continues  as  one  of  the  thornier  problems 
confronting  representative  government  like 
ours. 

How  can  private  obligations  be  squared 
with  one’s  responsibility  to  the  public? 

In  these  cases  conflict  of  interest  has 
been  interpreted  to  mean  that  Federal  com¬ 
missioners  may  not  be  able  to  exercise  their 
regulatory  powers  fairly  and  judicially  when 
they  are  indebted  for  financial  or  social 
favors  to  those  whom  they  must  regulate.  A 
television  channel,  after  all,  is  a  highly 
valuable  piece  of  property.  The  dispensing 
of  such  property  should  never  be  influenced 
by  any  conflict  of  interest  which  stems  from 
the  showering  of  gifts  upon  the  dispensator. 
Such  is  one  crucial  facet  of  the  conflict-of- 
h^terest  controversy. 

Conflict  of  interest  does  not  always  take 
tins',  form.  Frequently  it  derives  from  a 
person’s  own  acquisitions,  rather  than  fror 
offerings  pressed  upon  him.  During  the  vei 
recent  pHst,  Senate  committees  investigating 
the  qualifications  of  various  Cabinet/ ap¬ 
pointees  orSPresident  Eisenhower  hay;  sug¬ 
gested  that  \hese  men  sell  their  stocks  in 
industries  negotiating  contracts  jwith  the 
Government.  Sqch  suggestions  have  affected 
the  corporate  holdings  of  Presidential  se¬ 
lections  from  theNbusiness  world  like  ex- 
Secretary  of  the  \  Treasury  George  M. 
Humphrey  and  his  smmessor,  Robert  B.  An¬ 
derson,  and  ex-Secretarv  of  Defense  Charles 
E.  Wilson  and  the  man)(ho  succeeded  him, 
Neil  H.  McElroy. 

The  implication  ha/beenNhat  an  inevita¬ 
ble  conflict  of  interest  occursNvhen  the  head 
of  a  Government  /department  Nnust  rule  or 
pass  upon  contra/ts  with  a  firm  in  which  he 
himself  retains  Gn  equity.  It  evidently  would 
be  taxing  h ur/an  nature  too  strenuously  to 
expect  stricy  impartiality  in  such  circum¬ 
stances. 

Whene/er  the  conflict-of-interest  issiie  is 
raised  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  or  HouV 
or  bef/re  a  committee  of  either  Chamber,  th> 
public  stirs  uneasily.  The  taint  of  corruption' 
or  /shady  dealings  is  sniffed  in  the  land. 

irmurings  come  from  the  political  opposi¬ 
tion,  and  often  in  highly  inflammatory  terms. 

'  The  slurs  over  baked  hams  and  deep  freezes 
in  the  Truman  administration  still  rankle 
Democrats  and  have  not  been  forgiven.  My 
Senate  colleague  from  Oregon,  Wayne  Morse, 
has  declared  the  President  Eisenhower  him¬ 
self  is  guility  of  a  conflict  of  interest  by 
accepting  gifts  of  cattle  and  farm  machinery 
for  his  Gettysburg  estate. 

The  claim  of  conflict  of  interest,  whether 
brought  against  Republican  or  Democratic 
regimes,  invariably  makes  people  commence 
to  suspect  that  Government  has  departed  a 
long  way  from  the  ideals  of  Thomas  Jefferson, 
who  said,  “When  a  man  assumes  a  public 
trust,  he  should  consider  himself  as  public 
property.” 

Yet,  as  a  Member  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  I  have  some  uneasy  feelings  of  my 
own  over  the  entire  conflict-of-interest  ques¬ 
tion,  especially  because  the  voicing  of  this 
question  in  any  particular  episode  almost 
always  begins  in  the  Halls  of  Congress.  Con¬ 
gress  has  set  itself  up  to  scrutinize  the  ethics 
and  morals  of  the  executive  branch  of  Gov¬ 
ernment.  But  who  watches  Congress  with 
respect  to  conflict  of  interest?  Is  the  sentry 
unsullied?  In  other  words,  who  polices  the 
policeman? 


Many  different  statutes  pertain  to  the  gen¬ 
eral  matter  of  conflict  of  interest.  One  of 
these  laws  stipulates  that  “no  person  ap 
pointed  to  the  office  of  Secretary  of  tt 
Treasury  shall  directly  or  indirectly  be 
cerned  or  interested  in  carrying  on  the 
ness  of  trade  or  commerce,  or  be  owpaer  in 
whole  or  in  part  of  any  sea  vessel, /or  pur¬ 
chase  by  himself,  or  another  in  trusjr for  him, 
any  public  lands  or  other  public  property,  or 
be  concerned  in  the  purchase  oy  disposal  of 
any  public  securities  of  any  State,  or  of  the 
United  States. 

This  all  well  and  good,  fll’he  Secretary  of 
our  Treasury  must  be  ab^ve  suspicion.  No 
conflict  of  interest  shouk/ever  attach  to  him. 
Yet  the  Secretary  merely  carries  out  the 
broad  policies  of  taxation,  of  maritime  cus¬ 
toms  and  ’arrangements,  of  tariffs,  of  bank¬ 
ing  procedures,  which  are  fixed  for  him  by 
Congress.  Why,  then,  do  hot  these  restraints 
apply  to  Members  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House?  They  can  own  a  sea  vessel,  buy  any 
securities  th^y  please,  negotiate  to  run  their 
grazing  herds  on  public  lands,  and  be  very 
much  interested  indeed  in  carrying  on  the 
business7  of  trade  and  commerce.  Further¬ 
more, /they  can  accept  speaking  fees.  Some 
of  these  fees  not  only  run  to  $1,000  or  more, 
buy  are  offered  by  organizations  and  groups 
:ectly  interested  in  issues  pending  before 
Jongress. 

What  is  the  theory  behind  such  a  double 
standard  of  morality?  Can  it  possibly  be  the 
settled  notion  of  the  American  people  that 
an  appointee  of  the  President,  serving  as 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  is  likely  to  be 
motivated  by  his  own  financial  self-interest 
but  that  an  elected  Senator  or  Representa¬ 
tive  will  be  immune  to  any  of  these  tempta¬ 
tions?  Is  Congress  a  law  unto  itself? 

“You  can’t  make  a  Senator  do  anything,” 
exclaimed  a  Senator,  Karl  E.  Mundt,  of 
South  Dakota,  during  the  dispute  between 
the  Army  and  the  late  Senator  Joseph  R. 
McCarthy  in  1954.  This  seems  to  be  the  sit¬ 
uation  which  lurks  behind  congressional  ex¬ 
emption  from  the  code  imposed  on  executive 
agencies.  A  Senator,  or  his  counterpart  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  can  do  no 
wrong.  This  may  have  been  what  was  meant 
by  Dr.  George  Galloway  and  his  collaborator, 
Cabell  Phillips,  when  they  wrote  5  years  ago, 
in  a  book  about  the  legislative  process:  “No 
one  ever  investigates  Congress.’’ 

Yet  I  fear  that  it  has  a  corroding  effect  on 
Government  generally,  when  a  member  of  the 
President’s  Cabinet  can  be  ordered  to  jettison 
his  corporate  portfolio  by  Senators  who  them¬ 
selves  may  be  dabbling  in  oil,  cotton  futures, 
television,  hotel  chains,  or  uranium.  If  Fed¬ 
eral  Commissioners  are  to  be  pilloried  for  ac¬ 
cepting  hacienda  suites  at  Palm  Springs  or 
airplatae  tickets  to  Palm  Beach,  how  can  Sen¬ 
ators  and  Representatives  continue  profitable 
associations  with  law  firms  retained  by  banks, 
railroads,  \abor  unions,  and  utility  com¬ 
panies? 

I  want  to  Emphasize  that  my  thesis  im¬ 
plies  no  criticism  of  any  specific  Senators 
or  Members  of  the  House.  All  are  only  doing 
what  comes  naturally.  This  is  a  matter  of 
group  behavior  andyjot  individual  sin.  The 
pattern  has  become  accepted  over  the  years. 
Most  of  our  lawmakers  are  fundamentally 
honorable  and  trustworthy,  but  custom  and 
habit  apparently  justify  mKny  contradictions. 
Although  celebrated  careersyas  congressional 
investigators  have  been  builVby  looking  for 
flyspecks  in  governmental  bureaus,  our  coun¬ 
try’s  annals  record  few  instanced  when  con¬ 
flict  of  interest  ever  was  appliecl\to  a  Sen¬ 
ator  or  Representative. 

In  fact,  Daniel  Webster  of  Massachusetts 
has  just  been  selected  by  a  bipartisaiK  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  as  one  of  the  five  greatest 
Senators  of  our  history,  to  be  heralded  iX.  a 
special  portrait  gallery  at  the  Capitol.  TlX 
choice  of  Senator  Webster  was  recently  eu¬ 
logized  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  But 
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Webster  once  wrote  to  Nicholas  Biddle,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  controversial  Bank  of  the  United 
States:  “I  believe  that  my  retainer  has  not 
\een  renewed  or  refreshed  as  usual.  If  it 
iN.  wished  that  my  relation  to  the  bank 
should  be  continued,  it  may  be  well  to  send 
me  usual  retainers.” 

ThNwas  conflict  of  interest  with  a  venge¬ 
ance — e\sen  at  the  point  of  blunt  threats. 
The  Bank.,  of  the  United  States  was  in  need 
of  a  Federal  charter  at  the  moment.  Yet 
Senator  Webster  has  been  chosen  in  our 
own  time  as  ope  of  the  Senate’s  immortals. 
Why,  in  view  of  this,  should  lesser  leg¬ 
islators  worry  about  owning  “sea  vessels”  or 
acquiring  radio  and  television  outlets? 

I  am  encouragedMiy  the  fact  that  I  am 
by  no  means  the  only  member  of  Congress 
troubled  by  the  doublfek  standard  surround¬ 
ing  the  current  crisis  ov^r  conflict  of  inter¬ 
est.  Senator  Paul  H.  Doutelas  of  Illinois  has 
lamented  many  times  thatSmembers  of  the 
House  and  Senate  may  accept  valuable  gifts 
or  speaking  fees  which  could  the  down¬ 
fall  of  a  bureaucrat  in  one  of  the  executive 
departments.  Senators  Thoma^C.  Hen¬ 
nings,  Jr.,  of  Missouri,  and  Albert\Gore,  of 
Tennessee,  have  sought  to  provide  for  closer 
scrutiny  over  funds  spent  for  lobbying,  in¬ 
fluence-peddling,  and  other  avenueA.  to 
Congressional  favor.  And  Representative 
Thomas  M.  Peley,  a  Republican  sent  to  the 
capital  by  the  populous  Seattle  districts 
recently  told  his  colleagues: 

“I  raise  the  question  as  to  whether 
bankers  should  be  on  committees  that  con¬ 
sider  matters  of  benefits  to  banks?  Should 
members  who  own  farms  frame  legislation 
to  support  the  prices  of  crops  they  raise 
themselves?  *  *  *  It  is  pretty  obvious  that 
if  I  owned  an  oil  well,  I  should  not  be  free 
to  participate  in  setting  the  rates  for  deple¬ 
tion.  Members  of  Congress  have  raised 
their  eyebrows  and  also  their  voices,  at  times, 
over  situations  involving  the  ethics  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  executive  branch  of  Government. 
It  seems  to  me  the  standard  we  have  set  for 
ourselves  is  not  as  high  as  the  standard  we 
have  set  for  others.” 

As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  I  have  heard 
Presidential  appointees  to  the  Postal  Depart¬ 
ment  asked  if  they  had  any  properties  which 
might  benefit  from  special  classes  of  mail¬ 
ing  rates.  Of  course,  a  conflict  of  interest 
was  at  stake  in  their  replies.  Yet,  a  good 
many  members  of  Congress  are  engaged  in 
daily  or  weekly  newspaper  publishing,  and 
no  question  ever  seems  to  be  raised  when 
they  vote  on  the  second-class  mailing/ 
schedules  that  apply  to  newspapers.  7 

I  am  the  author  of  quite  a  few  books,  Nut 
I  can  participate  without  criticism  in y6en- 
ate  discussions  deciding  the  fate  of  the  sep¬ 
arate  mailing  rate  for  book  publishes.  As 
a  Senator,  I  am  free  to  file  ior/a,  radio¬ 
station  wave  length,  to  bid  on  national  forest 
timber  or  to  prospect  for  minerals  on  Fed¬ 
eral  land.  Yet,  as  a  Presidential  appointee  to 
the  agencies  handling  these  nrfatters,  I  would 
be  forbidden  under  the  ccmflict-of -interest 
statute  from  any  such  uiyfertakings.  Ironi¬ 
cally,  the  Senate  and  tfie  House  form  the 
supreme  policymakin^arm  of  our  country, 
which  sets  the  rule^or  all  these  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  Government,  and  many  more, 
besides.  / 

However,  it  is  /lot  even  in  this  realm  that 
I  regard  Congress  as  being  the  most  paradox¬ 
ically  immunre  to  the  conflict-of-interest 
standards  by  which  it  measures  Federal  bu¬ 
reaus.  I  mink  the  greatest  degree  of  irony 
and  coidfrast  is  to  be  found  in  the  free¬ 
dom  of/candidates  for  the  Senate  and  House 
to  collect  huge  campaign  funds. 

William  S.  White  of  The  New  York  Times, 
a  tumor  of  the  Senate  analysis,  Citadel,  has 
written  that  it  requires  a  $200,000  exchequer 
/to  win  election  as  a  Senator  in  a  state  of 
small  population  and  at  least  $1,000,000  in  a 
large  industrial  state.  This,  it  seems  to  me. 


narrows  to  a  reductio  ad  absurdum,  spec¬ 
tacle  of  a  Senate  committee  breaking  a  poor 
Presidential  appointee  on  the  wheel  because 
he  owns  some  General  Motors  stock  or  is 
married  to  a  woman  who  manufactures  mili¬ 
tary  uniforms. 

To  begin  with,  I  believe  that  the  native 
integrity  of  the  average  human  being  is  most 
jeopardized  by  favors  he  has  accepted  from 
somebody  else  rather  than  because  of  any 
holdings  which  have  long  been  his  own.  Our 
political  system  being  what  it  is,  most  suc¬ 
cessful  senatorial  candidates  take  the  oath 
of  office  after  having  received  substantial 
benefactions  from  the  political-action  funds 
of  labor  organizations  or  from  the  owners 
of  distilleries,  sawmills,  gas  corporations, 
power  companies,  breweries,  airlines,  and 
mines. 

If  this  is  not  conflict  of  interest,  what  is 
it?  Such  groups  are  as  involved  in  legisla¬ 
tion  as  was  the  Bank  of  the  United  States 
during  Webster’s  era.  Can  it  be  that  a  Fed¬ 
eral  Communications  Commissioner  is  sus¬ 
ceptible  to  the  loan  of  a  color  television 
set,  but  a  Senator  or  Representative  incurs 
no  commensurate  obligation  because  of  a 
$5,000  campaign  contribution  from  a  leading 
stockholder  in  a  broadcasting  chain? 

What  is  the  solution  to  all  this?  Must  w^ 
continue  standards  of  behavior  for  the  exec¬ 
utive  and  legislative  branches  of  Government 
under  which  one  is  expected  to  ,observe/mti- 
xeptic  purity  while  the  other  may  fane  forth 
avery  2  years  in  quest  of  campaign  treasuries 
orsever-increasing  size?  It  is  estimated  that 
all  the  major  political  contests  jn  1956  cost 
at  least  $200  million  for  radio  and  television 
time,  elaborate  headquarters, /Said  managers 
and  agents,  signboards  along/miles  and  miles 
of  trunk  highways,  and  prodigious  quantities 
of  buttons!  badges,  baboons,  and  similar 
gadgets.  T»is  sum  is/sufficient  to  create 
more  confllcrypf-inte/est  dilemmas  than 
could  be  unearthed /by  Scotland  Yard,  the 
Royal  Mounties,  ann  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  comftmed. 

My  recommendations  for  correction  are 
these :  /.  \ 

(1)  The  executive  aVd  legislative  wings 
should  beygoverned  by Nconflict-of-interest 
laws  as  nearly  similar  as  thAir  differing  struc¬ 
tures  aini  composition  will  permit. 

(2)  Neither  administrative  Appointees  nor 
Members  of  Congress  should  bV  required  to 
divest  themselves  of  their  corporate  holdings 
or/other  possessions.  The  mere  public  list¬ 
ing  of  these  equities  annually  ougiiA  to  be 
Enough  in  a  democracy  to  assure  that  such 
ownership  will  not  be  subject  to  abus\ 

(3)  This  public  listing  should  include  a 
record  of  any  speaking  fees  larger  than  $1SD, 
of  any  travel  reimbursement  from  privatk 
sources  higher  than  this  amount,  of  any  gifts 
greater  than  this  value  except  from  members 
of  one’s  own  family. 

(4)  President  Theodore  Roosevelt’s  recom¬ 
mendation  of  1907  should  be  put  into  effect, 
which  would  liberate  political  candidates 
from  the  necessity  of  raising  large  purses 
from  private  donors  by  authorizing  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  finance  each  major  party 
with  a  contribution  of  20  cents  per  voter 
in  presidential  years  and  of  15  cents  in  the 
off-year  elections. 

(5)  Enforcement  of  these  statutes  should 
be  removed  as  far  as  possible  from  politics, 
through  a  special  nonpartisan  agency  in  the 
Office  of  the  Comptroller  General,  which 
would  supervise  .all  laws  dealing  with  con¬ 
flict-of-interest  or  corrupt  practices. 

(6)  The  net  financial  worth  of  a  Federal 
administrator  or  Member  of  Congress  should 
be  disclosed  at  the  start  of  his  public  career, 
in  much  the  same  manner  as  Adlai  E.  Steven¬ 
son  revealed  his  holdings  in  the  presidential 
campaign  of  1952.  I  am  convinced  this  kind 
of  yearly  accounting  would  do  far  more  to 
curtail  favoritism  or  pocketlining  than  any 
number  of  artificial  limitations,  such  as  for¬ 
bidding  a  Secretary  to  own  a  “sea  vessel” 


or  trying  to  prevent  a  Senator  from  estab¬ 
lishing  a  law-firm  connection  in  his  Nome 
State.  / 

(7)  Adequate  provision  should  be  made 
by  the  Government  for  the  office/expenses 
and  travel  needs  of  Members  of  Congress, 
so  they  will  not  be  under  compulsion  to 
compete  for  questionable  speaking  fees  and 
otherwise  feel  an  urgency  tf augment  their 
incomes.  I  know  that  rrymy  Senators  ex¬ 
haust  their  $1,800  stationery  allowance  and 
$300  fund  for  postage  /tamps  long  before 
the  year  is  ended.  Afyfr  that,  these  supplies 
are  paid  for  by  tha/ member  himself.  In 
addition,  one  round  trip  annually  between 
the  National  Caphfel  and  a  legislator’s  home 
State  is  rarely  sufficient  and  plane  or  train 
fares  across  thf/continent  to  California,  Ore¬ 
gon,  or  Nevada  are  expensive. 

These  proposals,  in  and  of  themselves,  will 
not  promote  honesty  in  Government.  The 
stain  of  Corruption  or  careless  ethics  is  not 
thus  easily  removed.  Nor  are  rules  ever  a 
substitute  for  men  and  women  of  character 
and /enduring  integrity.  But  such  a  code 
wo/fld  have  the  great  virtue  of  placing  the 
e/ecutive  and  legislative  branches  on  the 
/ame  moral  footing.  And  one  of  its  genuine 
additional  benefits  would  be  to  provide  for 
enforcement  outside  the  ordinary  political 
zones  of  Government.  The  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  is  appointed  for  15  years:  that  fact  fur¬ 
nishes  insulation  from  the  hazards  of  each 
passing  election. 

Today,  for  example,  we  have  statutes  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  disclosure  of  campaign  con¬ 
tributors,  but  such  laws  are  honored  prin¬ 
cipally  in  the  breach.  My  1954  campaign  in 
Oregon  was  comparatively  underfinanced. 
My  Republican  adversary  outspent  me  by  at 
least  75  percent.  I  had  not  one  billboard.  I 
had  a  small  2-room  office  near  the  top  of 
an  unpretentious  building,  only  2  poorly 
paid  employees  and  few  printed  brochures. 
My  campaign  had  only  limited  television 
time — a  few  1-minute  spots  and  a  single 
15-minute  program  with  my  wife,  who  was  a 
candidate  for  the  legislature,  on  the  night 
before  the  election. 

Imagine  my  consternation,  therefore,  when 
I  discovered  that  the  senatorial  contest  in 
sparsely  settled  Oregon  had  reported  a  much 
larger  expenditure  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  than  extravagant  campaigns  in  some 
of  the  States  of  greatest  population.  I  de¬ 
cided,  then  and  there,  that  few  United  States 
attorneys  or  attorneys  general  cared  to  in¬ 
voke  the  rather  ambiguous  Corrupt  Practices 
Act  against  United  States  Senators. 

But  until  we  end  this  double  standard,  un¬ 
til  we  make  a  Senator  as  scrupulous  about 
conflict  of  interest  as  a  Cabinet  member  must 
be,  we  shall  merely  be  shadowboxing  when 
we  talk  about  coming  to  grips  with  shabbi- 
Wss  in  Government.  Nor  will  we  be  dealing 
Hurly  with  Congress  itself  unless  we  promote 
affirmative  and  enlightened  steps  to  free  the 
averse  Senator  or  Representative  from  the 
humiliating  necessity,  every  few  years,  of 
collecting  a  well-filled  purse  to  finance  his 
continuance  in  public  office. 

Mr.  ClXrK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  froth  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK\l  should  like  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  witmthe  remarks  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Stenator  from  Oregon. 
I  wish  to  say  that  \  should  like  to  add 
my  small  amount  oryweight  in  urging 
our  colleagues  to  pass\such  a  bill.  In 
my  judgment  the  Memoirs  of  Congress 
are  in  an  untenable  position  when  they 
talk  about  conflicts  of  interest  among 
appointees  to  Federal  agemsjes,  while 
they  deny  complete  access  to  their  own 
finances.  \ 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  to  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
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Pennsylvania,  that  he  is  a  most  welcome 
partrW  in  this  cause  of  mine  for  full 
publicNisclosure.  I  have  been  pleading 
for  it  for  a  long  time.  I  think  I  first 
introduceXit  in  1947. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  ft^om  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSE V I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  desire  to  associate 
myself,  also,  with\he  declarations  made 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse].  I  believe N;hat  Members  of 
Congress  are  in  an  indefensible  position 
when  they  batter  and  clobber  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  Federal  commissions  and  agen¬ 
cies  because  of  their  holdings  of  what 
are  supposed  to  be  interestNin  certain 
enterprises,  which  holdings  conflict  with 
the  just  performance  of  their  duty,  while 
at  the  same  time  the  Members  oiVCon- 
gress  vote  on  measures  in  which  many 
of  them  have  profound  fiscal  interests , 
separate  from  the  general  interest  that 
taxpayer  has  in  such  measures.  I  be¬ 
lieve  enactment  of  the  proposal  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  would  be 
healthy  and  wholesome  for  the  people 
of  the  country. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  honors  me  in  joining  me 
in  what  I  consider  to  be  this  public  - 
interest  cause. 

A  year  ago,  I  believe,  I  had  a  study 
made — and  later  this  year  I  shall  use 
it  in  the  debate — of  the  number  of  times 
in  the  past  25  years  when  a  Member  of 
the  United  States  Senate  asked  that  he 
be  excused  from  voting  on  a  particular 
measure  because  in  his  opinion  he  had 
in  the  issue  then  pending  a  personal  in¬ 
terest  such  that,  in  fact,  he  would 
have  to  be  considered  one  who  had  at 
least  a  conflict  of  interest  or  one  who 
would  be  guilty  of  a  conflict  of  interest 
if  he  cast  his  vote  on  that  measure. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  the  junior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Neuberger]  has  an  unerring 
capacity  to  identify  basic  moral  issues 
and  to  uncover  the  self-righteousness 
with  which  we  sometimes  decry  the 
weaknesses  of  others,  while  ignoring 
faults  in  ourselves. 

He  has  written  an  article  entitled  “Who 
Polices  the  Policeman — Congress?” 
which  appeared  yesterday  in  the  New 
York  Times  magazine,  and  which  makes 
the  unanswerable  point  that  the  prob 
lem  of  our  own  possible  conflict  of  inter¬ 
est  should  be  the  concern  of  Members  of 
Congress,  along  with  such  conflicts  inthe 
case  of  officers  of  executive  agencies  and 
departments. 

Unless  we  reject  the  double/standard 
under  which  we  insist  upori  executive 
purity  in  matters  in  whichr  we  tolerate 
very  different  practices  by  ourselves,  we 
shall  weaken  the  confidence  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  Congress. 

For  the  wider  considerations  of  the 
snator  from  Oregon 
for  dealing  with  this 
manimous  consent  to 
have  printed  indhe  Appendix  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord  our  colleague’s  thoughtful  article. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  XtORSE.  I  will  say  to  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  I  had  already 


introduced  into  the  Record  today  the  ar¬ 
ticle  written  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger]  ,  and  I  am  glad 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  shares  my 
opinion  of  the  article.  I  would  like  to 
have  the  Record  show  that  the  Senator 
associates  himself  with  my  opinion  on 
the  article. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do. 
I  withdraw  my  request  to  have  the  article 
printed  in  my  name,  and  ask  that  my 
comments  follow  those  of  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 


proposals  of. the 
[Mr.  Neuberger], 
problem,  I  ask> 


THE  AL  SARENA  CASE 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  an  editorial 
which  was  published  in  the  Milwaukee 
Journal  of  Febi'uary  16,  1958.  I  wish 
to  commend  highly  the  journalistic  cour¬ 
age  of  the  editors  of  the  Milwaukee  Jour¬ 
nal  for  pressing  for  a  further  discussion 
(5f  the  scandalous  situation  which  de¬ 
veloped  in  this  country,  and  which  was 
suenvan  issue  in  the  1956  campaign — 
both  rn  my  £ ampaign  and  in  the  cam¬ 
paigns  \ff  others.  I  refer  to  what  is 
known  as^the  A1  Sarena  case. 

The  heading  of  the  article  is  “Nqj^, 
How  Do  YcH}  Like  Giveaway  of  "^our 
Timber?’ 

The  editorialNgoes  on  to  point /ut,  as 
I  did  in  the  campaign,  that  the/conduct 
of  the  administration  in  respect  to  the 
A1  Sarena  matter  \As  naught  but  scan¬ 
dal.  The  editorial  clteiges  j^ith  the  fol¬ 
lowing  statement: 

The  Eisenhower  admin^ration  defends 
this  as  good  business.  It/derrtied  critics  like 
the  Journal  who  repeatedly  called  it  a  give¬ 
away.  The  record  speaks  for  itself.  The 
Journal  asserts  again  that  the  SU  Sarena 
case  was,  and  is,  > i  scandalous  giveaway  of 
public  timber  infder  the  shallow  gVjse  of 
granting  mining  rights. 

There  bejng  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Recori 
as  follcs 

Novg'  How  Do  You  Like  “Giveaway’ 
of  Your  Timber? 

A1  Sarena  “giveaway”  which  made 
headlines  a  few  years  back  is  4  years  old 
tjais  month.  Taxpayers  ought  to  be  inter - 
sted  in  how  the  “gift”  that  the  adminis- 
tration  made  to  “private  enterprise”  is  turn¬ 
ing  out. 

The  history  is  this:  The  A1  Sarena  Min¬ 
ing  Co.  held  claims  on  475  acres  of  Govern¬ 
ment  timberland  in  the  Rogue  River  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  in  Oregon.  For  years  it  tried 
to  get  Government  permission  to  “mine”  the 
land.  The  Government  refused.  Govern¬ 
ment  assays  showed  that  there  were  not 
minerals  enough  tp  justify  mining.  To  pay 
off,  ore  must  assay  at  a  minimum  of  $20  a 
ton.  Government  tests  showed  that  the 
Al  Sarena  tract  assayed  “from  $7.50  a  ton  to 
zero.”  Government  officials  contended  that 
Al  Sarena  had  its  eye  on  “gold”  in  timber — 
not  in  the  ground. 

Then  came  the  present  administration. 
Clarence  Davis,  Solicitor  and  later  Under 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Department,  let 
Al  Sarena  pick  its  own  assayer.  He  was  in 
Alabama — hundreds  of  miles  from  Oregon. 
Davis  accepted  the  company’s  assay,  over¬ 
ruling  Government  assayers,  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  and  the  Forest  Service. 
“Umpire”  ore  samples,  taken  from  the  tract 
and  held  by  the  Government,  were  dumped 
in  the  Rogue  River  by  an  Al  Sarena  and  a 


Bureau  of  Mines  engineer.  Thus,  they  could 
not  be  rechecked  if  the  assay  was  challenged. 

Al  Sarena  got  its  patents  (permission  to 
mine),  paying  the  Government  $5  an  acr^ 
for  the  tract,  or  about  $2,375.  Appraise^ 
estimated  that  the  timber  on  the  tract  alpne 
was  worth  $230,000  to  $650,000. 

Has  Al  Sarena  mined  the  tract?  WeVf,  just 
before  the  1956  Oregon  elections,  wlfen  the 
giveaway  was  a  big  issue,  miners  Appeared, 
all  in  costume  and  with  tools.  Piotures  were 
taken  of  them  on  the  tract  a^id  sfflt  to  news¬ 
papers  as  proof  that  mining  ms  going  on. 
But  did  they  mine  or  were  tb€y  just  plants? 

The  answer  is  this:  Then?  was  no  mining 
before  1955.  And  the  regional  forester  of  the 
United  States  Forest  Service  reported  just 
last  October  that  “to  dur  knowledge,  there 
has  been  no  appreciable  mining  activity  [on 
the  Al  Sarena  tract  [/since  1955.” 

But  there  has  been  plenty  of  timber  activ¬ 
ity.  The  same  regional  forester  reports  that 
Al  Sarena  has  taken  2,961,000  board-feet  of 
timber  from  tjae  tract  through  October  1957. 
Roughly,  tha/’s  about  $200  an  acre  gross  re¬ 
turn  on  eaan  $5  of  land  investment — and  in 
only  4  years  and  with  the  bulk  of  the  timber 
still  to  Be  harvested.  Any  gold  that  was  in 
the  ground  is  still  there.  But  the  profit 
from/the  timber  is  in  Al  Sarena’s  pocket 
instead  of  the  taxpayers’. 

le  Eisenhower  administration  defends 
lis  as  good  business.  It  derided  critics  like 
'the  Journal  who  repeatedly  called  it  a  give¬ 
away.  The  record  speaks  for  itself.  The 
Journal  asserts  again  that  the  Al  Sarena 
case  was  and  is  a  scandalous  giveaway  of 
public  timber  under  the  shallow  guise  of 
granting  mining  rights. 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  OF  PUBLIC 
DEBT  LIMIT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9955)  to  provide  for  a 
temporary  increase  in  the  public-debt 
limit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  to  re¬ 
commit  the  bill. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  intend 
to  take  but  a  few  moments  of  the  time  of 
the  Senate.  I  have  not  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity,  in  my  own  time,  to  make  plain 
and  clear  to  the  Senate  the  reasons  for 
my  motion  to  recommit  the  bill,  which 
raises  the  ceiling  on  the  national  debt. 
I  wish  to  make  my  reasons  very  plain. 

I  was  very  much  interested  in  the 
statement  of  the  able  and -distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark]  opposing  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit.  Two  matters  which  he  mentioned 
impressed  me  very  greatly,  and  I  have 
much  respect  for  him  and  for  his  opin¬ 
ion.  One  was  the  statement  that  he  did 
not  believe  in  any  debt  limit,  anyway — 
any  ceiling  on  the  debt.  The  second  was 
his  statement  in  response  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  when, 
if  I  understood  him  correctly,  my  friend 
from  Pennsylvania  said,  “I  want  this 
ceiling  raised  so  that  the  fact  that  we  are 
close  to  the  ceiling  cannot  be  used  as  an 
excuse  to  deny  appropriations  for  vari¬ 
ous  causes,”  which  he  enumerated,  and 
which  I  shall  not  enumerate,  because  I 
might  misquote  him,  but  which  included 
aid  to  schools  and  various  pump-priming 
projects  which  may  be  necessary  and 
which  he  desires  to  have  provided  for. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  should  like  to  make  a 
brief  correction.  I  mentioned  schools, 
roads,  urban  redevelopment,  and  slum 
clearance.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  will 
accept  a  correction  in  the  statement 
which  he  has  just  made.  Those  are  not 
pump-priming  projects,  but  projects  we 
have  desperately  needed  for  years,  re¬ 
cession  or  no  recession. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  appreciate  his  correction.  I  will  agree 
to  withdraw  my  statement  about  pump  ^ 
priming,  bht  I  cannot  agree  with  the 
Senator  that,  at  this  particular  time,  in 
this  year  of  1958,  all  the  items  he  has  - 
named  are  more  important  to  this  coun¬ 
try  than  its  fiscal  solvency,  desirable  and 
nice  though  such  projects  may  be. 

Mr.  President,  in  making  my  motion 
to  recommit,  I  desire  to  make  it  crystal 
clear  that  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  does  not  question  the  judgment  of 
the  able  Senators  on  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  who  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that,  in  the  interest  of  flexibility,  and  in 
order  to  administer  the  fiscal  affairs  of 
this  Government,  the  debt  ceiling  must 
very  likely  be  raised  somewhat  in  the 
near  future.  I  am  ready  to  accept  that 
statement. 

Then  it  may  be  asked  of  me:  “If  you 
are  ready  to  accept  it,  why  do  you  try  to 
delay?  Why  do  you  try  to  recommit  the 
bill  to  the  committee?  If  it  is  to  be  done 
next  month,  or  months  later,  or  this  year, 
why  not  do  it  now?’’  That  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  I  want  to  answer. 

I  am  making  the  motion  to  recommit 
with  the  question  of  timing  in  mind,  and 
timing  alone.  I  wish  to  repeat  to  the 
Senate  now,  with  all  the  emphasis  at 
my  command,  what  I  said  briefly  in  my 
colloquy  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone],  I  think  we 
are  all  agreed  that  the  people  of  this 
country  are  concerned.  I  think  we  are 
all  agreed  that  it  is  most  necessary,  at 
this  time,  for  the  safety,  the  security, 
and  the  prosperity  of  the  country,  to 
have  the  public  confidence. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  raise  the  debt  ceil¬ 
ing  before  we  have  done  anything  else 
to  relieve  the  financial  pressure  it  will 
inevitably  have  a  teriffic  impact  on  the 
thinking  of  the  people.  Experts  may 
talk  all  they  want  to  about  flexibility; 
but  the  passage  of  the  bill  mean  that 
the  first  action  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  second  session  of 
this  Congress,  in  1958,  before  it  did  any¬ 
thing  about  the  postal  deficit,  before  it 
did  anything  about  the  various  Hoover 
reorganization  bills  which  are  waiting  to 
come  upon  this  floor,  before  it  did  any¬ 
thing  about  some  of  the  subsidies  we  are 
paying,  before  it  passed  one  single  soli¬ 
tary  bill  designed  to  rehabilitate  the  fis¬ 
cal  condition  of  the  Treasury,  was  to 
raise  the  debt  limit.  Shall  we  face  these 
issues,  or  is  this  to  be  a  business-as- 
usual,  politics-as-usual,  pork-barrel-as- 
usual  session? 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  am  interested  in  the 
point  the  distinguished  Senator  has 


made.  Is  there  any  reason  why  action 
on  the  bill  before  the  Senate,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  debt  limit,  cannot  be  post¬ 
poned  until  after  the  Congress  has  acted 
on  various  appropriation  bills  to  come 
before  it?  Is  there  anything  in  our  fiscal 
structure  today  that  necessitates  raising 
the  debt  limit  at  this  particular  time? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  very  timely  question.  I  was  just 
about  to  reach  that  point.  This  is  the 
answer  to  his  question.  First,  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  page  2  of  the  hearings  of  the 
committee,  when  the  honorable  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  outlined  the  funda¬ 
mental  reasons  why  the  debt  limit  should 
be  increased  at  this  time.  He  said,  as 
appears  on  page  2  of  the  hearings: 

Before  doing  so,  however,  I  want  to  em¬ 
phasize  again  that  the  need  at  this  time  for 
a  debt  limit  increase  is  based  on: 

1.  The  fact  that  cash  balances  have  been 
running  distressingly  low,  as  I  will  show 
in  detail  later. 

2.  There  is  need  for  more  flexibility  for 
more  efficient  and  economical  management 
of  the  debt. 

3.  Even  with  a  balanced  budget  there  will 
still  be  large  seasonal  fluctuations  in  re¬ 
ceipts  which  make  operations  under  the  $275 
billion  limitation  most  difficult. 

Then  he  went  on  to  say,  and  I  am 
giving  the  arguments  for  immediate  ac¬ 
tion  first : 

Some  part  of  the  debt  is  coming  due  each 
month,  so  that  at  all  times  the  Treasury  is 
faced  with  substantial  refunding  problems. 

He  goes  on  to  indicate  the  need  for 
flexibility.  I  do  not  discount  the  need 
for  flexibility,  but  I  note  that  he  does 
not  say  that  we  have  today,  or  this  week, 
reached  the  point  where,  in  order  to 
maintain  the  fiscal  integrity  of  the 
Treasury,  the  debt  ceiling  must  be  in¬ 
creased  without  delay. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
as  soon  as  I  have  completed  my  quota¬ 
tion  from  the  Secretary’s  statement,  if 
the  Senator  does  not  mind. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
wait. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  wish  to  refer  to  page 
423  of  the  hearings.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  was  question¬ 
ing  Mr.  Brundage,  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  as  follows: 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  think  a  tight  debt 
limit  is  a  deterrent  to  unnecessary  spending 
or  not? 

Mr.  Brundage.  I  think  it  is;  yes. 

The  Chairman.  You  approve  of  it 

Mr.  Brundage.  I  don’t  mind  saying  that  a 
debt  limit,  I  think,  is  a  good  thing. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  not  much  reason 
to  have  a  debt  limit  unless  it  is  right. '  You 
think  it  is  a  deterrent  to  unnecessary  spend¬ 
ing? 

Mr.  Brundage.  I  do. 

Senator  Williams.  One  proposal  has  been 
made  that  perhaps,  even  if  we  give  the  $5 
billion  to  the  Department,  that  we  put  two 
termination  dates  on  it,  that  we  let  $2  bil¬ 
lion  expire  February  1,  1959,  and  $3  bililon 
to  expire  as  requested.  What  would  you  say 
to  that?  That  would  give  the  Congress  a 
chance  to  reappraise  it  in  January  of  next 
year,  and  would  give  us  control  over  this  to  a 
greater  extent. 
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Mr.  Brundage.  Well,  I  haven’t  discussed 
it  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  but  I 
personally  wouldn’t  think  that  would  be  an 
unreasonable  way  of  handling  it. 

Senator  Williams.  Would  you  think  it 
would  be  advisable  for  Congress  to  keep  con¬ 
trol  in  such  a  manner? 

Mr.  Brundage.  You  would  then  have  been 
in  session  for  another  month,  and  this 
would  give  us  the  leeway  through  January 
15,  next  year,  which  I  think  is  desirable,  and 
then,  if  the  situation  looked  critical,  the 
Department  could  come  back  again. 

Later  Mr.  Brundage  said: 

Well,  I  think  the  tough  periods  are  going 
to  be  January  15  and  March  15,  next  year. 
So  I  don’t  think  it  would  be  any  better. 

He  meant  he  did  not  see  any  improve¬ 
ment. 

Making  it  a  temporary  extension,  I  think, 
is  a  good  idea. 

I  should  like  to  add  one  word,  and  then 
I  will  yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator. 

Mr.  Brundage  subsequently  supplied  a 
statement  for  the  record,  because  he 
said  he  wanted  to  confer  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury.  The  statement 
was: 

After  discussing  this  proposal  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  I  find  that  it 
would  not  cover  the  difficult  time  between 
February  1  and  March  15  of  next  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make 
one  point,  and  then  I  shall  gladly  yield 
to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  crystal  clear 
from  the  evidence  that  the  need  for  an 
increase  in  the  debt  ceiling  at  this  time 
is  to  furnish  flexibility,  or  to  provide  a 
more  economical  financing  of  the  debt. 
I  grant  that  those  are  necessary  and 
laudable  motives. 

It  seems  equally  clear  that  the  actual 
desperate  need  with  respect  to  the  ceil¬ 
ing  on  the  debt  will  not  come,  according 
to  the  evidence  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  until  next  year,  if  it  comes  at  all. 
The  Senate  will  be  in  session,  and  Con¬ 
gress  will  presumably  be  in  session,  un¬ 
til  at  least  next  August  and  can  act  then 
in  plenty  of  time  to  meet  the  need  with¬ 
out  prejudging  the  matter  today. 

My  point  is  that  if  we  grant  that  the 
time  is  coming  when  there  will  be  a  need 
and  we  cannot  go  home  without  giving 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  full 
elbowroom  to  conduct  the  necessary  fis¬ 
cal  and  financial  operations  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  even  if  we  concede  that  with¬ 
in  the  next  3  or  4  weeks  or  months,  it 
would  be  a  good  thing  to  increase  the 
debt  ceiling  to  give  a  flexibility  in  the 
financing  of  the  debt  as  it  becomes  due, 
my  point  is  still  valid,  that  there  is 
nothing  so  pressing,  on  this  particular 
day  to  call  for  such  action,  and  nothing 
of  sufficient  value  to  be  derived  there¬ 
from  as  to  call  upon  us  to  sacrifice  all 
that  we  will  lose  in  the  effect  upon  the 
American  people  by  enacting  the  bill  into 
law  now,  before  we  enact  one  single  bill 
of  the  many  we  are  contemplating  in  the 
interests  of  economy. 

When  a  Senator  stands  on  this  floor,  as 
a  Senator  did  a  few  minutes  ago,  and 
says,  “I  want  this  action  taken  because  I 
do  not  want  the  debt  limit  to  be  used  as 
an  excuse  to  say  ‘No’  to  urban  develop¬ 
ment,  to  aid  to  education,  or  to  various 
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other  projects”  that  in  itself  gives  away 
the  whole  story,  Mr.  President. 

I  am  suggesting  that  Senators  should 
not  refuse  to  vote  to  recommit  the  bill 
simply  because  we  may  have  to  pass  the 
bill  later  this  session,  because  the  bill 
can  be  passed  at  any  time  very  ex¬ 
peditiously.  The  bill  has  been  passed  by 
the  House.  The  bill  will  be  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance,  and  it  can  be  brought 
before  the  Senate  and  passed  before 
night,  any  day. 

Before  this  week  is  over  we  will  have 
the  opportunity  to  do  something  about 
the  postal  deficit.  Certainly  we  can  take 
some  action  on  bills  which  are  in  com¬ 
mittees  which  would  put  into  effect  the 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  as  to  which  the  people  of  this 
country  have  a  vital  interest. 

Action  to  increase  the  debt  limit  at 
present  is  ill  timed.  A  vote  in  favor 
of  the  motion  to  recommit  will  simply 
have  the  effect  of  saying,  ‘‘Let  us  wait 
and  prove  our  good  faith — the  good 
faith  of  the  Congress  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States  that  some  affirmative  acts 
of  economy  will  be  taken,  rather  than 
head  the  procession  and  cause  headlines 
to  be  written  saying  that  the  first  thing 
the  Senate  did  was  to  increase  the  debt 
limit.” 

I  apologize  to  my  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Utah,  for  making  him  wait  so  long. 
I  am  glad  to  yield  to  him  now. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  realize 
that  since  the  hearings  were  held  it  has 
been  necessary  for  the  Treasury  to  sell 
$100  million  of  the  remaining  $500  mil¬ 
lion  hf  free  gold  because  its  balances 
reached  the  point  where  the  Treasury 
could  not  finance  its  daily  operations 
without  taking  that  rather- drastic  step? 

Does  the  Senator  also  realize  that  be¬ 
tween  now  and  the  time  income  taxes 
are  received  we  are  in  fact  in  the  period 
of  greatest  crisis,  which  is  the  period 
between  now  and  March  15? 

The  chances  are  that  the  Treasury 
may  have  to  sell  a  part  if  not  all  of  the 
remaining  free  gold  holdings  under  the 
present  situation.  I  believe  this  is  a 
time  of  crisis.  I  think  this  is  a  time 
when,  in  order  to  protect  the  credit  of 
the  Treasury  and  to  give  the  Secretary 
an  opportunity  to  carry  out  his  respon¬ 
sibilities,  we  must  afford  relief  in  this 
tremendously  tight  situation. 

Does  my  colleague  feel,  after  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  heard  testimony  regarding 
this  matter,  and  after  the  committee  has 
decided  that  this  is  the  time  to  talce 
action.  Senators  should  be  asked  to  send 
the  bill  back  to  committee  and  put  it 
on  the  shelf,  so  that  the  committee 
may  bring  it  out  in  the  next  time  of 
crisis?  I  think  the  time  of  crisis  is  now, 
and  this  is  the  time  to  vote  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  to  the  very  able  Senator  from  Utah, 
who  is  an  expert  in  these  matters,  and 
in  whose  judgment  I  have  the  very 
greatest  confidence,  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  will  freely  admit 
that  the  Senator  from  Utah  and  the 
other  distinguished  members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Finance  undoubtedly 
understand  the  technicalities  of  the  situ¬ 
ation  regarding  the  fiscal  matters  much 


more  clearly  than  does  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire.  However,  I  am  sug¬ 
gesting  as  a  practical  matter  to  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Utah,  that  he 
should  bear  in  mind  the  fact  that  there 
are  many  millions  of  people  in  the 
United  States  who  have  the  same  rather 
simple  and  direct  approach,  and  the 
same  limited  intelligence  that  character¬ 
izes  the  junior  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  and  that  the  impact  upon  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  people  is  a  matter  of  vital 
importance. 

I  am  willing  to  accept  the  word  of  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
that  the  critical  time  will  not  come  for 
at  least  a  few  weeks.  I  accept  the  word 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  that  the 
reason  for  taking  the  action  requested 
today  is  to  provide  for  some  flexibility  in 
financing  the  debt. 

I  say,  as  I  have  said  before,  that  I  cer- 
tainely  will  accept  the  word  of  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Utah,  who  has  studied  this  matter  so 
thoroughly,  and  I  will  accept  his  word 
now  that  perhaps  within  3  weeks  or  a 
month  such  action  should  be  taken,  and 
that  perhaps  we  may  sacrifice  some 
financial  gain  and  suffer  some  financial 
loss  by  waiting. 

Nevertheless,  I  adhere  to  the  point, 
Mr.  President,  that  we  are  dealing  not 
only  with  cold,  hard  statistical  facts,  but 
we  are  dealing  with  the  feelings  and  the 
confidence  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  Nobody  can  make  me  believe 
that  a  debt  ceiling  does  not  have  some 
effect  on  spending.  To  be  sure,  a  debt 
ceiling  does  not  control  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees  of  the  two  bodies  of 
the  Congress,  but  it  certainly  has  a  dis¬ 
tinct  effect  on  spending  by  Government 
agencies.  I  have  not  had  10  years  of 
service  in  the  Congress  without  becom¬ 
ing  more  and  more  convinced  of  that. 

I  say  that  no  matter  what  we  may 
gain  in  the  next  month,  insofar  as  finan¬ 
cial  advantage  is  concerned,  which  the 
Senator  from  Utah  is  so  well  able  to  ex¬ 
pound,  the  loss  will  be  greater  if  we  take 
such  action  today.  If  the  Senate  will 
only  pass  1,  2,  or  3  measures  to  show  the 
people  of  the  country  that  we  mean  busi¬ 
ness  so  far  as  economy  is  concerned,  the 
situation  will  be  different.  If  we  take 
care  of  the  postal  deficit,  if  we  take  care 
of  some  of  the  Hoover  Commission  rec¬ 
ommendations  as  to  reorganization 
plans,  or  if  we  get  the  ball  rolling  for 
fiscal  stability,  then  we  can  do  what  is 
necessary  to  be  done-  without  such  an 
adverse  psychological  impact,  which  I  for 
one  feel  will  be  very  serious. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  . 

Mr.  MARTIN  r  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  appreciate  very  much  the 
extremely  fine  statement  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire.  I  know  the  Senator  is  a  very 
strong  believer  in  sound  fiscal  policies. 
The  Senator  will  agree,  I  feel  sure,  that 
there  is  nothing  better,  insofar  as  keep¬ 
ing  the  United  States  in  good  financial 
order  is  concerned,  than  to  have  smaller 
appropriations. 


I  want  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  if  the  size  of  the  appropriations  is 
not  a  matter  in  the  hands  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  itself? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Of  course,  the  amount 
we  appropriate  is  a  matter  in  the  hands 
of  the  Congress,  but  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  memory  goes  back,  as  does  mine,  to 
the  time  when  Congress  appropriated 
various  moneys  and  the  President  of  the 
United  States  impounded  them  and  did 
not  spend  them.  The  executive  depart¬ 
ments  usually  spend  every  cent  we  ap¬ 
propriate,  but  they  do  not  have  to  spend 
every  cent. 

I  agree  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
that  the  debt  limit  has  no  direct  relation 
to  the  acts  of  the  appropriating  machin¬ 
ery  of  the  Congress;  but  it  has  a  very 
definite  relationship  to  the  spending  of 
money  by  the  executive  departments.  I 
am  not  suggesting  that  we  starve  the 
executive  departments.  I  am  not  sug¬ 
gesting  that  we  refuse  to  give  them  our 
confidence,  or  allow  them  the  necessary 
flexibility.  I  am  suggesting  that  the 
timing  is  bad.  We  have  waited  since  the 
first  of  January  until  nearly  the  end  of 
February.  I  am  suggesting  that  I 
should  like  to  see  the  Congress  first  do 
something  to  reassure  the  people  of  our 
intention  to  economize,  before  taking  the 
proposed  action. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  gladly  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Does 
not  the  distinguished  Senator  feel  that 
the  statement  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  that 
we  have  already  sold  $100  million  worth 
of  our  free  gold,  and  that  it  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  sell  more  of  it  in  the  very  near 
future,  will  have  such  a  disturbing  effect 
on  the  American  public  that  we  shall 
have  a  more  difficult  time  refinancing 
bonds  as  they  become  due? 

Mr.  COTTON.  In  answer  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator — and  again  I  accept  his  judgment 
as  being  based  upon  much  more  expe¬ 
rience  in  these  matters  than  I  have  had — 
let  me  say  that  personally  I  do  not  ques¬ 
tion  his  statement  about  the  sale  of  the 
free  gold.  I  have  not  the  slightest  crit- 
-  icism  of  the  Finance  Committee,  but  gold 
was  being  sold  while  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  had  the  bill  before  it  for  a  month. 
I  can  understand  the  situation.  How¬ 
ever,  I  say  honestly  to  my  dear  friend 
from  Pennsylvania  that  when  the  people 
of  the  country  pick  up  their  newspapers 
tomorrow  morning,  I  do  not  believe  they 
will  be  half  so  much  disturbed  over  the 
fact  that  some  Member  has  stated  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  we  have  sold 
some  of  our  so-called  free  gold  as  they 
will  be  over  the  fact  that  we  are  raising 
the  debt  limit  before  doing  a  single  one 
of  the  things  we  pledged  ourselves  to  do 
toward  economy.  I  think  the  people  will 
be  more  disturbed  over  the  fact  that  it 
has  been  stated  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
that  the  debt  limit  should  be  increased 
so  that  it  cannot  be  used  as  an  excuse  to 
deny  appropriations  for  new  fields  of 
spending  during  this  year. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  POTTER.  The  Senator  may  re¬ 
call  that  last  year  or  the  previous  year 
former  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Hum¬ 
phrey  appealed  to  the  Congress  to  in¬ 
crease  the  debt  limit  from  $275  billion 
to  $278  billion.  If  it  had  not  been  for 
the  resistance  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  other  members 
of  the  Finance  Committee,  an  increase 
would  probably  have  gone  into  effect  at 
that  time.  The  same  arguments  were 
made,  as  to  the  chaotic  conditions  which 
would  result  unless  the  debt  limit  were 
increased.  It  was  not  increased,  and  we 
did  not  have  the  chaotic  conditions  which 
were  predicted. 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  exactly  true. 
All  the  same  arguments  were  made. 

I  repeat  that  I  have  rather  carefully 
studied  the  evidence  and  the  hearings. 
All  I  can  find  is  that  it  would  be  to  the 
fiscal  advantage  of  the  Treasury  manipu¬ 
lations  to  have  greater  flexibility.  I  have 
found  nothing  to  the  effect  that  there  is 
a  desperate  situation  which  requires  us  to 
act  on  the  pending  proposal  before  we  act 
on  any  of  the  measures  looking  toward 
economy. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  . 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  appreciate  the  cour¬ 
tesy  of  my  colleague  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  in  yielding  to  me.  I  would  not  have 
interrupted  my  colleague  except  that  I 
find  my  own  views  on  the  question  of 
confidence  diametrically  opposed  to  his. 
I  hope  very  much  that  he  will  comment 
on  the  question  which  I  shall  ask  him. 

I  come  from  a  great  financial  center, 
with  which  I  am  in  very  close  touch. 
It  is  my  deep  conviction — and  I  shall  ad¬ 
dress  myself  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  when  I  have  an  opportunity  to 
do  so — that  to  fail  to  pass  this  measure 
today,  and,  instead,  to  adopt  a  motion  to 
recommit  the  bill  would  be  a  shocking 
blow  to  the  confidence  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States.  I  should  like  to  give 
the  Senator  my  reasons. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  know 
that  we  are  in  an  economic  downturn,  as 
well  as  a  grave  defense  emergency.  They 
want  us  to  do  something  about  it. 

Before  we  can  have  bullets  we  must 
forge  weapons.  One  of  the  weapons 
which  we  are  informed  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration  itself  is  necessary  is  an  increase 
in  the  debt  ceiling.  Therefore,  it  prop¬ 
erly  comes  before  we  launch  our  offensive 
on  the  economic  downcurrent,  and  on 
our  position  somewhat  behind  the  Rus¬ 
sians  in  missiles  and  rockets. 

I  have  talked  with  a  great  many  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  financial  community  in  New 
York,  which  is  a  pretty  important  com¬ 
munity.  If  we  fail  to  take  the  proposed 
action,  we  shall  be  guilty  of  causing  the 
same  thing  that  is  happening  in  our 
economy  generally. 

I  invite  attention  to  the  fact  that  our 
national  income  and  our  gross  national 
product  are  at  new  all-time  highs.  The 
reason  we  are  in  an  economic  downturn 
is  that  industry  has  turned  around  in  re¬ 
spect  to  its  inventory  position.  For  the 
third  and  fourth  quarters  of  1957  it  was 
off.  by  $5,700  million. 


When  we  come  to  replenish  the  United 
States  inventory  the  only  thing  we  have 
to  deal  with  is  money.  With  all  due  re¬ 
spect  to  my  colleague,  I  think  it  would  be 
a  shocking  blow  to  the  confidence  of  the 
people  of  the  country  if  we  should  fail 
to  act  when  the  administration  urges  us 
to  act.  Then  I  think  it  could  be  said  that 
we  were  afraid  of  the  economy  and 
doubted  the  probity  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  am  very  glad  to  re¬ 
ceive  the  Senator’s  contribution. 

It  did  not  prove  to  be  a  shocking  blow 
to  the  confidence  of  the  people  of  the 
country  when;  upon  a  previous  occasion, 
a  request  was  before  us  to  raise  the  debt 
ceiling  and  we  delayed  raising  it.  I  am 
informed  that  the  cash  balance  in  the 
Treasury  as  of  today  is  $2.95  billion,  or 
almost  $3  billion.  That  does  not  mean 
that  the  same  situation  will  prevail  next 
month,  or  the  month  after  that. 

Moreover,  let  me  say  to  the  Senator 
that  I  do  not  want  him  to  understand 
that  my  motion  is  predicated  entirely 
on  what  the  general  public  may  think 
of  it.  It  is  predicated  not  only  on  the 
psychology  of  the  people,  but  on  the  psy¬ 
chology  of  the  Congress.  It  is  true  that 
the  President  asked  to  have  the  debt 
ceiling  raised;  but  it  is  also  true  that 
again  and  again  the  President  has  asked 
for  various  economies.  We  are  too  much 
like  little  Johnny.  We  are  ready  to  eat 
the  ice  cream  and  let  the  spinach  wait. 

I  want  to  see  something  definite  ac¬ 
complished,  rather  than  merely  talked 
about,  in  the  matter  of  availing  ourselves 
of  our  resources  and  practicing  economy. 

On  the  question  of  forging  weapons 
and  bullets,  let  me  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  York  that  for 
several  years  I  served  on  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  in  the  other  body.  I  am 
entirely  convinced  that,  'with  the  appro¬ 
priations  which  the  Defense  Department 
now  has,  if  it  will  get  down  to  brass  tacks 
and  eliminate  duplications,  and  spend 
the  money  it  has  wisely,  we  shall  have  no 
need  to  worry  very  much  about  the 
money  to  take  care  of  our  weapons.  We 
do  not  get  well  faster  by  giving  a  bonus 
to  the  doctor,  or  calling  in  3  or  4  addi¬ 
tional  doctors.  We  can  recover  only 
just  so  fast.  Science  cannot  be  expe¬ 
dited  entirely  by  so-called  crash  pro¬ 
grams.  When  I  am  told  that  wre  must 
raise  the  debt  ceiling,  not  tomorrow  or 
next  day,  but  today,  because  of  bullets 
and  weapons,  that  argument  leaves  me 
completely  cold. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator’s  argu¬ 
ment  is  not  nearly  so  convincing  to  me 
as  this  one — and  I  ask  if  my  colleague 
does  not  agree  with  me: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  does 
not  commit  funds  for  expenditure  for 
weapons,  housing  developments,  or  any¬ 
thing  else.  He  has  the  responsibility  of 
paying  the  bills  when  they  are  presented 
to  him. 

The  bills  which  he  must  meet  today 
represent  obligations  which  were  in¬ 
curred  months  ago,  or  perhaps  years 
ago.  However,  they  become  due  today. 
Unless  we  give  him  some  leeway  in  ob¬ 
taining  the  money  to  meet  the  bills,  it 


seems  to  me  that  we  are  putting  the 
pressure  on  the  wrong  man.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  should  be  placed 
in  such  a  position  that  when  the  bills 
from  last  year  are  presented,  he  can  pay 
them.  The  effect  of  putting  him  in  a 
strait  jacket  is  to  make  it  very  difficult  to 
operate,  making  it  necessary  to  spread 
out  the  payment  of  the  bills. 

We  are  told  that  there  is  a  cash  bal¬ 
ance  today  of  something  over  $2  billion. 
There  are  spread  all  over  the  country 
small  amounts  in  each  of  many  banks. 
Because  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
has  no  way  of  knowing  what  bills  may 
be  presented  tomorrow,  he  may  be  en¬ 
tirely  out  of  cash  tomorrow. 

The  Senator  and  I  could  not  operate 
our  personal  affairs  that  close  to  the 
limit.  The  United  States  has  a  debt  of 
$275  billion,  and  is  spending  approxi¬ 
mately  $3C0  million  a  day.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  asking  that  he  may  be  sure  of 
having  10  or  12  days  of  expense  money 
in  the  bank  when  the  bills  come  due. 
That  is  the  reason  why  I  believe  the  job 
must  be  done  at  this  time,  and  that  it 
will  not  do  any  good  to  postpone  action 
until  next  week,  because  the  same  situa¬ 
tion 'will  exist  then,  and  the  same  un¬ 
certainty  will  exist  then.  I  hope  we  can 
straighten  out  the  situation  now. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  First  I  should  like  to 
reply  to  the  question  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah.  He  asked  me  if  I 
agreed  that  something  should  be  done 
to  enable  the  Treasury  Department  to 
meet  its  obligations  in  paying  the  debts 
contracted  by  the  Government.  Of 
course  the  answer  is  yes.  However,  Mr. 
President,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  so  far  as  I  can  determine — and  no 
one  has  pointed  to  a  syllable  which  is 
contrary  to  what  I  have  ascertained — 
has  not  said  that  that  day  has  now  been 
reached.  I  assume  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  recalls  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  which  he  is  a  distinguished 
member  has  had  the  debt  ceiling  bill  un¬ 
der  consideration  for  about  a  month. 
Hearings  have  been  held,  and  every  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee — and  all  the  mem¬ 
bers  are  very  able  members,  and  I  am 
sure,  are  thoroughly  conversant  with  the 
situation — believes  that  no  further  hear¬ 
ings  are  necessary.  Therefore,  should 
the  bill  raising  the  debt  ceiling  be  re¬ 
committed,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  should  pick  up  his  telephone 
and  call  up.  the  Committee  on  Finance 
and  say,  “The  day  has  come  when  we 
need  the  ceiling  raised,  because  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  word  is  no  longer  any  good, 
and  we  must  have  action  now,”  I  am  sure 
we  will  have  action.  However,  I  say  that 
what  is  proposed  to  be  done  here  is  to 
put  the  cart  before  the  horse.  I  am 
sorry  that  we  are  put  in  the  position  of 
voting  on  the  pending  bill  before  we 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  one 
single  item  of  economy. 

I  wish  to  say  further  that  within  a  few 
days  after  we  take  this  action  the  view 
will  be  taken  in  certain  quarters  down¬ 
town — because  the  bureaucrats  are  still 
there — that  our  action  is  a  good  excuse 
for  spending.  It  will  be  taken  as  a  re¬ 
laxing  on  the  part  of  Congress 
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A  committee  on  which  I  serve  will  re¬ 
port  a  bill  enabling  TVA  to  issue  bonds. 
Why  can  we  not  start  collecting  some  of 
the  money  we  have  invested  in  TVA? 
Why  can  we  not  begin  liquidating  some 
of  our  other  obligations?  Apparently  we 
will  not  do  that. 

It  is  perfectly  plain  to  me,  although  it 
has  not  been  said,  that  one  of  the  main 
reasons  for  passing  the  debt-raising  bill 
at  this  time  is  to  give  leeway  and  latitude 
for  operations  in  the  nature  of  a  pump¬ 
priming.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
want  to  say  here  and  now  that  I  am  just 
as  much  opposed  to  the  expenditure  of 
money  for  pump-priming  operations  un¬ 
der  a  Republican  administration  as  I 
ever  was  under  a  Democratic  adminis¬ 
tration.  That  will  lead  us  straight  down 
to  a  controlled  economy,  to  price  con¬ 
trols  and  wage  controls,  and  similar 
controls. 

I  shall  not  take  much  more  time  of 
the  Senate.  The  reason  I  have  made  my 
mo'tion  is  not  that  I  have  no  confidence 
in  the  judgment  of  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  and  it  is  not 
that  I  deny  the  things  that  have  been 
said  so  well  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett];  Ifam 
merely  suggesting  that  we  wait  at  least 
a  few  weeks  to  see  if  Congress  will  not 
let  the  American  people  realize  that  be¬ 
fore  we  pass  this  bill  we  will  have  at 
least  have  done  thing — if  it  is  only  to 
take  some  action  about  the  postal 
deficit — in  the  interest  of  solvency. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  has  referred  to  the  finan¬ 
cial  condition  of  the  Treasury  on  certain 
dates.  He  made  a  very  fine  statement 
in  regard  to  the  balances  which  are  avail¬ 
able,  and  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Bennett]  stated  that  those  balances 
were  scattered  all  over  the  United  States. 
On  December  31,  1957,  our  national  debt 
was  $274.6  billion,  which  meant  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  had  a  leeway 
of  $400  million.  On  January  27,  1958, 
the  debt  was  $274.5  billion.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  had  a  leeway  of 
half  a  billion  dollars.  I  believe  the  Sec¬ 
retary  testified  that  it  had  been  even 
lower  than  that  in  January.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  spends  $iy2  billion 
every  5  days.  He  must  meet  the  bills 
that  come  in.  As  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  has  said,  it  is  not  the 
Secretary’s  fault.  He  wishes  that  he  did 
not  have  to  pay  some  of  the  bills,  but 
he  must  pay  them.  The  situation  is  so 
serious  that  I  sincerely  hope  the  bill  will 
not  be  recommitted. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Of  course,  when 
March  15  arrives  and  some  money  begins 
to  flow  back  into  the  Treasury,  the  con¬ 
dition  the  Senator  mentions  will  be 
changed,  too.  As  one  who  has  been 
fighting  for  months  and  years  to  do 
something  to  reduce  the  postal  deficit, 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  act  some  time  this  week. 
Many  of  us  will  help  him. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  brief  statement? 

Mr.  COTTON.  If  the  Senator  wishes, 
I  shall  yield  the  floor  in  a  minute,  after 


adding  but  one  more  sentence  to  what 
I  have  already  said. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clark  in  the  chair) .  Does  tlje  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  yield  the  floor? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  a 
question  befoi'e  he  yields  the  floor. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  There  has  been  some 
discussion  between  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah  about  the  impact  on  the  Treasury 
Department  unless  the  $5  billion  authori¬ 
zation  is  made  so'  far  as  the  debt  limit  is 
concerned,  and  it  has  been  said  that  that 
impact  would  be  fiscally  adverse  to  the 
taxpayers.  What  would  be  the  situation 
if  the  suggestion  was  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  were  adopted?  He  sug¬ 
gested  that,  instead  of  authorizing  a 
$5  billion  increase,  the  increase  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  $3  billion  at  this  time.  My  ques¬ 
tion  is,  Would  not  that  obviate  the  losses 
which  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
feels  will  be  suffered  and  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  described  as  being  inevi¬ 
table? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  would  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  that  the  answer  is  “Yes.” 
The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  be  very  happy  to  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  for  an  amendment  in¬ 
creasing  the  debt  limit  by  $3  billion  in¬ 
stead  of  $5  billion.  However,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  realizes  and 
believes,  though  he  does  not  expect  that 
he  will  prevail,  that  the  time  element  is 
far  more  important  than  the  amount. 
If  we  are  going  to  increase  the  debt  ceil¬ 
ing,  I  am  not  terribly  concerned 
whether  we  make  it  $5  billion.  The 
point  is  that  he  will  have  to  raise  the 
ceiling.  Certainly  some  time  soon  it  will 
be  necessary  to  raise  it  anyway.  I  know 
this  is  beginning  to  look  like  a  dog  with  a 
bone,  and  I  have  repeated  myself  so 
much  that  I  am  sure  the  Senate  is  tired 
of  listening,  but  the  point  is  that  the 
motion  to  recommit  is  based  purely  on  a 
question  of  timing;  that  we  should  wait 
and  see  if  we  cannot  send  out  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States  the  news 
that  we  have  done  something  else  before 
we  have  raised  the  debt  ceiling  and  in¬ 
curred  more  spending.  I  wish  we  could 
hold  up  the  bill.  I  wish  that  during  the 
8  or  10  days  or  2  weeks  while  we  were 
holding  it  up  we  could  see  some  of  the 
Hoover  reorganization  bills  acted  on  by 
the  Senate. 

I  wish  we  could,  at  least,  not  be  behind 
the  procession.  I  wish  that  as  the 
people  look  to  us  for  the  leadership 
which  they  have  a  right  to  expect,  they 
could  see  that  we  are  putting  first 
things  first.  In  my  humble  opinion,  the 
first  thing  is  honest-to-God,  downright 
economy. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  there 
has  been  some  discussion  this  afternoon 
concerning  the  stability  of  our  economic 
position  in  1957  as  compared  with  1945. 
I  shall  point  out  the  relative  positions, 
fiscally,  in  1940,  1945,  and  1957. 

In  1940,  the  gross  national  product  was 
$100  billion.  The  national  debt  was  $50 
billion.  That  meant  there  was  $2  of 
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product  for  every  $1  of  debt.  I  have 
chosen  1940  because  that  was  the  year 
preceding  World  War  II. 

An  emergency  developed.  Unprece¬ 
dented  spending  became  necessary. 

Then  came  the  end  of  the  war,  and 
we  found  ourselves  in  this  relative  posi¬ 
tion:  The  gross  national  product  was 
$213  billion.  The  national  debt  was 
$278  billion.  The  debt  was  greater  than 
the  national  product. 

In  1957,  the  gross  national  product  was 
$433  billion.  The  gross  national  debt 
was  $275  billion. 

The  point  I  make  is  that,  financially, 
the  country  is  substantially  worse  now 
than  it  was  in  1940.  In  1940,  for  every 
$1  of  debt  there  was  $2  of  national  prod¬ 
uct.  In  1957,  for  every  dollar  of  debt,  . 
there  was  about  $1.65  of  national  prod¬ 
uct.  In  1957,  for  every  dollar  of  debt, 
the  gross  national  product  should  have 
been  twice  the  debt,  which  would  have 
been  $550  billion  instead  of  $433  billion 
to  put  that  year  in  a  position  comparable 
to  1940. 

It  is  essential  that  we  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  fact  that  an  emergency 
spending  program  had  to  be  initiated  to 
cope  with  the  problems  of  World  War  II. 
It  should  have  been  anticipated  that 
following  that  war,  the  debt  would  have 
been  paid  off.  That  should  have  been 
done  so  that  now  there  would  be  some 
fat  upon  which  to  draw,  not  only  to  meet 
the  world  threat,  but  also  to  meet  the 
recession  from  which  we  are  suffering. 
Let  us  not  lull  ourselves  into  security  by 
thinking  that  because  the  gross  national 
product  is  $433  billion  we  are  better  off 
than  we  were  in  1940. 

A  word  about  the  wisdom  of  having  a 
debt  limitation  imposed  upon  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  In  my  judgment,  the  fact 
that  there  is  a  limit  to  the  incurring  of 
debt  acts  as  a  dissuading  influence,  not 
only  upon  the  administration,  but  also 
upon  Congress.  If  it  does  not,  it  should. 
If  it  does  not,  the  evil  of  the  situation 
lies  upon  the  shoulders  of  those  who 
occupy  positions  in  Congress  and  in  the 
administration. 

In  Ohio,  debt  cannot  be  incurred  with¬ 
out  the  approval  of  the  people.  The  ex¬ 
perience  has  been  that  the  law  has 
worked  wonderfully  well.  Industry  is 
moving  into  Ohio.  Ohio  is  in  an  excel¬ 
lent  fiscal  position.  If  there  had  not 
been  a  limitation  upon  the  debt,  I  am 
quite  certain  that  Ohio  would  not  today 
occupy  the  economic  position  it  does. 

I  shall  not  vote  for  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cot¬ 
ton],  but  I  contemplate  offering  an 
amendment  to  conform  with  the  judg¬ 
ment  expressed  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd].  I  have  con¬ 
fidence  in  his  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
and  I  have  confidence  in  his  judgment. 

May  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
if  it  is  not  a  fact  that  there  were  five 
votes  in  the  committee  in  support  of  the 
proposal  to  authorize  the  raising  of  the 
debt  limit  by  $3  billion. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
is  correct.  There  were  10  votes  for  in¬ 
creasing  the  debt  limit  by  $5  billion; 
there  were  5  votes  for  increasing  it  by 
$3  billion. 
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Mr.  President,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin], 
called  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  was  made  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from,  Virginia.  That  is  correct,  I 
submitted  the  report  as  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance.  The  report  rep¬ 
resents  the  action  by  the  committee. 
But  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  was 
not,  I  think,  in  the  Chamber  when  I 
stated  I  did  not  favor  the  $5  billion  in¬ 
crease  in  the  committee,  and  that  I 
would  favor  a  $3  billion  increase. 

I  shall  not  vote  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  the  committee,  because  I  am  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  for  the 
committee  I  reported  the  bill.  But  I 
shall  vote  for  the  amendment  which  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  in¬ 
tends  to  offer  to  reduce  the  amount  from 
$5  billion  to  $3  billion. 

When  in  the  committee  I  submitted 
my  amendment  for  a  $3  billion  increase, 
I  made  a  calculation,  which  I  asked  the 
Treasury  either  to  confirm  or  deny.  The 
calculation  involved  the  use  of  the  free 
gold  held  by  the  Treasury. 

The  Treasury  Department  estimated 
income  from  the  use  of  this  gold  would 
be  $500  million. 

When  Mr.  Humphrey  became  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  there  was  $1  bil¬ 
lion  of  this  so-called  free  gold.  He  sold 
$500  million  of  it. 

It  is  now  contemplated  that  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  gold  will  be  used.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  says  there  is 
no  objection  to  this  action. 

I  am  very  frank  to  say  that  in  the 
Committee  on  Finance  there  was  a  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the- 
budget  estimates  of  revenue  will  be  ac¬ 
curate.  The  Treasury  Department,  for 
example,  estimated  there  would  be  an 
increase  in  individual  income  taxes  of 
approximately  $1,300,000,000  in  the  next 
fiscal  year,  as  compared  with  the  amount 
received  in  the  last  fiscal  year. 

The  corporation  income  taxes  were 
estimated  at  about  the  same  amount  as 
last  year.  The  excise  taxes  were  esti¬ 
mated  to  increase  $382  million — making 
a  total  increase  in  the  revenue  for  the 
next  fiscal  year,  as  compared  to  that  of 
this  fiscal  year,  of  more  than  $1.6  billion. 
Upon  that  point  was  focused  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee. 

I  am  confident — and  I  believe  the 
other  members  of  the  committee  who  are 
now  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  will  agree 
with  me — that  if  the  committee  had  been 
unanimous  in  the  belief  that  the  budget 
estimates  would  hold  up,  the  committee 
would  not  have  supported  the  proposed 
$5  billion  increase.  But  there  was  a 
difference  of  opinion. 

However,  the  Treasury  still  stands  on 
these  estimates  of  revenue.  Sitting  next 
to  me  is  a  representative  of  the  Treasury; 
and  the  Treasury  still  says  the  estimates 
stand  unchanged. 

I  felt  that  as  a  Senator,  I  could  base 
my  conclusions  only  upon  information 
furnished  by  the  Treasury  Department 
as  of  the  date  when  the  committee  acted. 
My  calculation  is  set  forth  on  page  21  of 
the  report,  if  Senators  desire  to  examine 
it.  It  will  show  that  by  authorizing  an 
additional  $3  billion  in  the  debt  limit 
and  by  using  the  free  gold  in  the  amount 


of  $500  million,  there  would  be  substan¬ 
tial  leeway  throughout  the  2  years 
involved.  For  example,  on  March  31 
there  would  be  $11,600,000,000;  on  April 
15,  $10  billion;  and  so  forth.  The  lowest 
amount  which  would  be  available  as  lee¬ 
way  throughout  the  remainder  of  this 
fiscal  year  and  next  would  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $5  billion,  and  it  would  reach 
a  high  point  of  approximately  $12  billion. 

I  respect  the  opinion  of  the  members 
of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  who 
voted  against  my  amendment  offered  in 
committee  to  authorize  a  $3  billion  in¬ 
crease  instead  of  the  proposed  $5  billion 
increase.  They  were  convinced — as  they 
will  state,  no  doubt — that  the  estimates 
of  revenue  are  too  high. 

I  wish  to  say  a  word  about  the  value , 
of  a  tight  debt  limit.  Members  of  the 
Senate  will  recall  that  when  Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey  became  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury — and  he  is  one  of  the  ablest  men 
with  whom  I  have  ever  come  in  con¬ 
tact — the  House  passed  a  measure  per¬ 
manently  increasing  the  debt  limit  from 
$275  billion  to  $2C0  billion — a  $15  billion 
increase. 

That  proposal  came  to  the  Senate, 
and  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee.  After  careful  considera¬ 
tion — although  Mr.  Humphrey  testified 
that  unless  that  increase  in  the  debt 
limit  were  authorized,  there  would  be  a 
panic,  and  the  Government  could  not 
pay  its  bills — the  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  completely  rejected  the  recom¬ 
mendation  for  a  $15  billion  increase; 
and  for  1  year  the  Treasury  operated  on 
the  basis  of  the  then  existing  debt  limit 
of  $275  billion.  Then  Mr.  Humphrey, 
the  following  year,  requested  a  $9  billion 
increase,  and  a  $6  billion  increase  was 
granted,  for  1  year.  This  was  continued 
for  another  year.  Last  year  the  tem¬ 
porary  increase  was  $3  billion,  and  this 
expired  last  June  30.  At  that  time, 
neither  Mr.  Humphrey  nor  Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  requested  an  increase  in  the  debt 
limit. 

Mr.  President,  ordinarily  the  debt  limit 
would  not  be  of  such  great  importance; 
but  at  the  present  time  we  have  a  debt 
of  $275  billion,  and  we  cannot  continue 
to  pile  deficit  upon  deficit.  The  debt 
limit  is  certainly  a  restraining  influence 
upon  the  executive  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  even  upon  the  Congress 
itself. 

I  believe  we  recognize  that  Congress 
has  virtually  lost  control  of  the  finances 
of  the  Government.  Last  year  the  Con¬ 
gress  reduced  the  appropriations  by 
more  than  $5  billion;  yet  the  expendi¬ 
ture  estimates  as  fixed  by  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  were  in¬ 
creased  $200  million  more  even  before 
the  first  sputnik.  That  shows  that  the 
reductions  made  by  the  Congress  in  the 
appropriations  are  not  always  trans¬ 
lated  into  expenditure  reductions.  Un¬ 
expended  balances  are  used. 

The  unexpended  balances  now  amount 
to  approximately  $70  billion.  So  the 
Congress  could  continue  to  reduce  the 
appropriations  for  some  years  to  come — • 
in  fact,  for  a  good  many  years  to  come — 
but  still  there  would  be  unexpended 
balances  which  could  be  used. 


2257 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I 
offered  the  amendment. 

Although  this  debt  ceiling  will  be  a 
fairly  tight  one — and  Mr.  Anderson  has 
agreed  that  there  should  be  a  tight  debt 
ceiling;  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  has  testified  that  he  be¬ 
lieved  a  tight  debt  ceiling  would  be  ad¬ 
visable — I  am  convinced  that  unless 
there  is  a  great  error  in  these  estimates 
of  revenue  which  the  Treasury  says  as 
of  today  are  correct;  the  Treasury  does 
not  refer  to  the  situation  as  of  last  No¬ 
vember,  but  refers  to  the  situation  as  of 
today — a  $3  billion  increase  in  the  debt 
ceiling  will  be  adequate,  and  will  serve  as 
a  deterrent  to  unnecessary  spending. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  of¬ 
fered  the  amendment  in  the  committee. 
The  committee  gave  it  the  fullest  con¬ 
sideration.  I  have  the  greatest  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  members  of  the  Senate  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee.  They  do  their  duty 
in  a  way  that  appears  to  them  to  be  right 
and  proper,  and  I  have  no  criticism. 

But  I  still  believe  that  if  Senators  will 
examine  page  21  of  the  hearings — and 
the  figures  set  forth  have  not  been  chal¬ 
lenged  by  the  Treasury — and  if  Senators 
will  study  the  figures  as  to  the  leeway, 
there  will  be  no  question  regarding  the 
point  I  have  made. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  explain  further  about 
the  $500  million  of  unused  gold  surplus 
which  he  says  should  not  be  in  the 
Treasury? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  do  not  think  that  there 
is  any  objection  to  it.  It  has  been  there 
for  years. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  mean  it  is  simply  a 
cash  balance? 

Mr.  BYRD.  No;  it  is  actually  gold, 
but  it  might  be  regarded  as  a  Treasury 
asset.  The  gold  can  be  used  by  the 
Treasury  Department  whenever  it  de¬ 
sires  and  the  proceeds  can  be  added  to 
the  cash  balances  which  are  available. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  In  other  words, 
the  $500  million  in  gold  is  simply  kept  in 
the  Treasury,  and  is  not  considered  in 
connection  with  the  question  of  whether 
there  should  be  an  increase  in  the  debt 
limit;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BYRD.  No;  it  is  gold  which  can 
be  exchanged  for  cash,  through  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve;  $100  million  of  it  was  used 
the  other  day,  so  the  remainder  is  now 
actually  $400  million. 

I  do  not  say  it  is  undesirable  to  have 
it  there;  but  I  say  there  is  no  necessity 
to  hold  this  gold,  which  is  entirely  sepa¬ 
rate  from  the  other  gold. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  In  other  words, 
it  should  be  used,  should  it? 

Mr.  BYRD.  My  point  is  that  by  using 
the  gold,  we  would  avoid  paying  interest 
on  money  which  otherwise  would  have  to 
be  borrowed.  Neither  Mr.  Humphrey 
nor  Mr.  Anderson  made  any  objection  to 
using  the  gold. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  somewhat  im¬ 
pressed  by  the  Senator’s  argument  about 
the  $3  billion.  But  upon  looking  over  his 
own  figures,  it  seems  to  me  we  would  not 
need  the  $400  million  which  could  be 
obtained  by  selling  the  gold. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  would  simply  be  discre¬ 
tionary.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
would  not  have  to  use  the  gold  if  it  was 
not  required. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  has  such  authority  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  does  he? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Yes. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  So  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  did  not  mean  to  include  in  the 
amendment  a  provision  in  regard  to  the 
$400  million  of  gold,  did  he? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Oh,  no.  The  fact  is  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has  such 
authority  today. 

h  Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Virginia;  I  think  that  is  much 
better. 

t  Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  appreci¬ 
ate  what  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Finance  Committee  has  said.  As  I 
understood  him,  he  said  he  would  not 
vote  to  have  the  bill  recommitted. 

>  The  Finance  Committee  had  the  bill 
for  nearly  a  month.  The  committee  held 
hearings  on  the  bill,  which  were  about 
as  extensive  as  any  which  have  been 
held  on  a  bill  of  comparable  merit  and 
importance  since  I  have  been  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee. 

►  In  the  committee,  we  had  extended 
hearings  and  extended  discussions,  fol¬ 
lowing  which  the  bill  was  voted  to  be 
reported  to  the  Senate  in  the  form  in 
which  it  had  been  passed  by  the  House 
of  Representatives.  That  was  ordered 
on  the  basis  of  a  vote  of  10  to  5  in  the 
committee. 

The  bill  was  reported  to  the  Senate  in 
exactly  the  form  in  which  it  was  sent  to 
the  Congress  by  the  distinguished  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Anderson.  In 
my  judgment,  he  made  a  complete  justi¬ 
fication  for  the  bill. 

f  I  did  not  feel  that  his  predecessor  had 
made  a  justification  for  the  very  large 
increase  he  requested  in  the  public  debt 
limit  immediately  upon  his  taking  that 
office.  I  think  the  present  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  has  demonstrated  in  many 
ways  his  very  fine  ability  to  handle  the 
job. 

i  An  argument  which  he  made  to  the 
committee  which  was  especially  impres¬ 
sive  upon  me  was  that  this  additional 
leeway  in  the  national  debt  limit  would 
enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to 
save  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
substantial  sums  of  money  in  the  form  of 
interest  on  the  public  debt, 
p  Many  had  become  aware  that  as  of 
about  the  end  of  last  November  money 
had  become  so  tight  and  credit  so  diffi¬ 
cult  and  interest  rates  so  high  that  the 
Treasury  was  selling  its  90-day  bills  at 
the  rate  of  nearly  3%  percent — almost 
like  attaching  a  4  percent  coupon. 

I  congratulate  the  present  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  for  what  I  believe  to  be 
his  leadership  in  bringing  about  a  suffi¬ 
cient  change  in  the  fiscal  policies  con¬ 
trolling  our  debt  management  and  mone¬ 
tary  control  program  that,  in  a  period  of 
90  days,  he  had  been  able  to  secure  a  rate 
of  less  than  1.60  on  90-day  bills. 


I  do  not  know  yet  what  the  Treasury 
had  to  pay  on  the  bills  it  sold  today,  but 
I  am  sure  it  was  well  under  the  very  high 
figure  it  reached  at  its  peak.  In  my 
judgment,  Mr.  Anderson  made  a  com¬ 
plete  justification  for  the  increase  in  the 
debt  limit  on  the  basis  of  what  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  save  in  the  way  of  interest 
charged  on  the  public  debt. 

I  am  not  one  who  has  made  overly 
zealous  effort  to  find  a  basis  for  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  policies  of  the  present  ad¬ 
ministration,  but  I  certainly  felt  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  made  a  justifica¬ 
tion  for  his  position.  I  remind  Senators 
that,  in  my  judgment,  he  was  laboring 
under  very  difficult  circumstances.  He 
was  in  the  posture  of  there  being  before 
the  Finance  Committee  a  forecast  that 
there  would  be  a  $500  million  surplus  in 
fiscal  1959.  I  do  not  think  there  will  be 
a  $500  million  surplus  in  fiscal  1959.  I 
do  not  think  there  is  a  Senator  on  this 
floor  who  believes  that  there  will  be  a 
surplus  of  $100  million  in  fiscal  1959. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  took  the  position  that  he  was 
justified  in  accepting  the  forecast  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  have 
the  greatest  respect  for  him  in  reaching 
that  conclusion,  but  my  observations  of 
the  fiscal  forecasts  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  have  not  enabled  me  to 
reach  a  similar  conclusion.  I  remind 
Senators  that  in  the  fiscal  forecasts  was 
one  that  there  would  be  approximately 
$2  billion  additional  or  increased  reve¬ 
nue  in  fiscal  1959  over  fiscal  1958.  I 
would  have  to  be  far  more  optimistic  in 
the  expectation  of  an  economic  upturn 
than  even  has  been  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  feel  justified  in  fore¬ 
casting  a  $2  billion  increase  in  revenues 
in  fiscal  1959  over  fiscal  1958.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  a  Senator  on  this  floor 
who  thinks  that  fiscal  1959  will  show  a 
$100  million  increase  over  fiscal  1958. 
In  order  to  reach  that  fiscal  forecast,  the 
President  in  his  budget  message  assumed 
Congress  will  reduce  its  nondefense  ex¬ 
penditures  approximately  $2  billion  in 
fiscal  1959  as  compared  with  fiscal  1958. 
In  order  for  that  to  become  reality,  it 
will  have  to  be  done  by  the  Members  of 
this  body,  the  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring.  I  do  not 
believe  the  Congress  is  going  to  reduce 
nondefense  expenditures  by  $2  billion  in 
fiscal  1959  as  compared  with  fiscal  1958. 

If  Senators  will  permit  me  to  indulge 
in  a  forecast  on  an  assumption  which 
I  believe  to  be  justified  and  valid,  it  is 
that  there  will  be  no  increase  in  reve¬ 
nues  in  fiscal  1959,  and  that  there  will 
be  no  substantial  decrease,  if  any,  in 
nondefense  appropriations  in  fiscal  1959 
as  compared  with  fiscal  1958. 

If  Senators  will  join  me  in  that  con¬ 
clusion,  then  they  can  understand  that 
there  is,  in  addition  to  the  considera¬ 
tions  on  which  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  felt  justified  in  asking  for  a 
$5-billion  increase,  an  additional  $4-bil- 
lion  justification  for  his  request,  because 
the  request  was  based  an  the  assump¬ 
tion  that  there  would  be  $2  billion  more 
money  in  revenue  and  that  there  would 
be  $2  billion  less  money  spent.  If  Sen¬ 
ators  will  agree  that  the  Treasury  will 
collect  no  more'  money  and  that  we  shall 
not  spend  less,  then  they  can  under  - 
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stand  why  the  Finance  Committee,  even 
without  the  concurrence  of  our  distin¬ 
guished  chairman,  for  whom  we  have 
the  greatest  respect  and  affection, 
brought  to  this  floor  the  bill  as  it  had 
been  passed  by  the  House  and  as  it  had 
been  urged  by  the  administration. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
agrees  with  me  that  all  we  would  ac¬ 
complish  by  turning  down  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  request  at  this  time  would  be 
to  put  pressure  on  the  administration  to 
cut  down  defense  expenditures  at  a  time 
when  there  is  no  good  reason  to  cut 
down  such  expenditures,  and  put  pres¬ 
sure  on  the  administration  to  reduce  ex¬ 
penditures  for  roads,  flood  control,  and 
navigation,  at  a  time  when  there  is  no 
good  reason  for  cutting  down  such  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
eminently  correct.  In  addition,  I  fur¬ 
ther  point  out  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is,  in  my  judgment,  trying  to 
do  everything  he  can  to  bring  down  in¬ 
terest  rates  on  the  public  debt. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Senator  was  in  the  Chamber  when 
I  engaged  in  the  colloquy  with  my  friend 
from  New  Hampshire  on  the  matter  of 
confidence.  It  is  my  view  that  failure 
to  increase  the  debt  limit  would  be  a  blow 
to  confidence  on  the  part  of  those  in  the 
country  who  think  we  must  act.  There¬ 
fore,  favorable  action  on  the  bill  would 
be  one  added  reason  for  having  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  determination  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  do  what  was  needed,  both  in 
respect  of  defense  and  economics,  which 
is  the  concrete  basis  for  anything  else  we 
want  to  do.  I  would  deeply  appreciate 
the  Senator’s  view  on  that  question. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  a  realistic  appraisal  of  the  situation 
will  convince  Senators  that  if  we  are  to 
make  an  effort  in  terms  of  similar  appro¬ 
priations  for  fiscal  1959  to  those  which 
prevailed  in  fiscal  1958,  and  if  we  are  to 
provide  increased  appropriations  for  de¬ 
fense,  in  accordance  with  what  I  believe 
to  be  the  conviction  of  Senators  as  to  our 
necessities,  we  must  be  aware  that  with 
the  same  amount  of  tax  collections  as 
we  now  have  coming  into  the  Treasury 
we  are  going  to  require  greater  leeway  in 
the  amount  of  permissible  public  debt. 
Certainly  I  think  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try  will  regard  our  action  with  more  re¬ 
spect  and  greater  confidence,  and  as 
being  more  consistent  with  what  we  rec¬ 
ognize  to  be  our  necessities,  if  we  go 
about  our  business  and  pass  the  bill  as 
it  was  reported  to  the  Senate.  We  should 
not  go  through  with  what  I  believe  to  be 
actions  which  in  my  judgment  would  not 
be  effective,  because  I  think  we  would 
only  postpone  an  action  which  all  con¬ 
siderations  persuade  us  needs  to  be  taken 
and  taken  now. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

If  the  Senator  will  yield  for  one  fur¬ 
ther  point,  I  deeply  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  comment,  and  I  desire  to  state  that 
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I  have  had  the  figures  checked  in  regard 
to  what  really  counts  with  a  business¬ 
man.  I  know  the  Senator  is  a  distin¬ 
guished  businessman  himself.  I  refer  to 
figures  stating  what  we  owe  compared 
with  what  we  have. 

It  appears  that  in  1946  the  relationship 
of  our  national  debt  to  our  gross  national 
product,  or  our  national  income,  or  what¬ 
ever  one  wishes  to  call  it,  was  roughly 
124  percent,  as  compared  with  a  stand¬ 
ard  today  of  just  half  that,  or  roughly 
66  percent.  In  short,  we  have  twice  as 
much  availability  of  coverage  for  our 
debt  today  as  we  had  in  1946. 

I  deeply  appreciate  the  Senator’s  com¬ 
ments,  and  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  comment  as  to  what  those  figures 
mean  in  terms  of  our  capability  to  meet 
the  exigencies  now,  and  our  willingness 
to  meet  them. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  was  interested  in  the 
remark  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  who  I  believe 
either  misstated  his  conclusion,  or  ar¬ 
rived  at  an  erroneous  conclusion,  when 
he  said  that  our  dollars  of  debt  as  of 
today  as  compared  to  our  national  prod¬ 
uct  are  in  an  unfavorable  relationship 
as  compared  to  1946. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Nineteen  hundred  and 
forty. 

Mr.  KERR.  And  1946.  I  believe  the 
Senator  referred  to  that  year.  I  am 
quite  certain  that  the  Senator,  if  he  will 
refer  to  his  remarks,  will  find  he  referred 
to  the  national  product  and  national 
debt  in  1940,  the  national  product  and 
national  debt  in  1945,  and  the  national 
product  and  national  debt  in  1957,  and 
in  each  instance  he  gave  the  figures  on 
the  national  debt  and  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  product. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct,  yes. 

In  1940  for  every  $2  of  national  prod¬ 
uct  we  had  a  dollar  of  debt. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
means  national  income,  or  gross  na¬ 
tional  product. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Gi'oss  national  prod¬ 
uct  is  what  I  said. 

Mr.  KERR.  .There  is  some  difference, 
as  I  am  sure  the  Senator  is  aware. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes.  The  figures 
which  I  gave  were  given  to  me  by  the 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  they  were  given  to 
the  Senator  as  figures  on  national  debt 
and  gross  national  product. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes,  gross  national 
product. 

Mr.  KERR.  Gross  national  product, 
yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  the  figure  I 
used. 

Mr.  KERR.  Correct.  However,  I 
thought  the  Senator  identified  the  fig¬ 
ures  as  the  national  debt  and  the  na¬ 
tional  income  in  his  statement. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  No;  I  said  gross  na¬ 
tional  product. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  I  misunderstood 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  May  I  repeat?  The 
figures  which  I  gave  were  those  which 
were  given  to  me  by  the  Assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  they 
show  that  as  of  1940  we  had  $1  of 
gross  national  product  for  every  dollar 
of  debt. 


Mr.  KERR.  What  were  the  figures  in 
1946? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  can  give  the  Sena¬ 
tor  the  figures. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  1946  I  believe  the  na¬ 
tional  debt - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  will  give  the  Sena¬ 
tor  the  figures.  In  1940  there  was  a  gross 
national  product  of  $100  million - 

Mr.  KERR.  One  hundred  billion? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  gross  national 
product  was  $100  billion.  The  national 
debt  was  $50  billion.  Therefore,  for  ev¬ 
ery  dollar  of  national  debt  we  had  $2 
of  gross  national  product. 

In  1945  the  gross  national  product  was 
$213  billion  and  the  national  debt  was 
$278  billion.  We  had  less  gross  national 
product  than  we  had  national  debt  in 
that  year. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  give  the 
figures  again? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  1945  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  was  $213  billion  as  com¬ 
pared  to  $278  billion  in  national  debt. 
In  1957  the  gross  national  product  was 
$433  billion,  as  compared  to  $275  billion 
of  national  debt. 

The  point  I  desired  to  make  was  that 
to  have  been  in  equal  strength  fiscally 
in  1957,  compared  to  the  fiscal  strength 
in  1940,  our  gross  national  product 
should  have  been  $550  billion  as  com¬ 
pared  to  $275  billion  of  national  debt. 
However,  instead  of  having  a  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  of  $550  billion,  we  had 
a  gross  national  product  of  only  $433 
billion.  The  proportion  was  $1.65  of 
gross  national  product  for  every  dollar 
of  national  debt.  In  1940  the  compari¬ 
son  was  $2  of  gross  national  product  for 
every  dollar  of  national  debt. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wish  to  answer  the 
other  question  first. 

I  will  say  to  my  good  friend  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  that  we  are  aware 
of  the  fact  that  1945  was  a  year  in  the 
midst  of  a  war. 

I  must  say,  as  has  been  suggested  by 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr,  Javits  1 , 
that  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  takes 
a  great  deal  of  comfort  in  the  knowledge 
that  so  improved  is  our  economy  today 
and  so  dynamic  has  been  its  progress 
that  although  our  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  of  1945  was  less  than  our  national 
debt,  as  of  1957  the_  situation  has  im¬ 
proved  to  the  point  where  the  relation¬ 
ship  is  four-hundred-and-thirty-billion- 
odd  dollars  of  gross  national  product 
compared  to  $275  billion  of  national  debt. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  New 
York  that  such  a  relationship  is  ample 
justification  for  the  great  confidence  of 
all  Americans  in  the  dynamics  of  our 
economy. 

I  am  not  one  who  believes  that  we 
are  within  three  or  five  billion  dollars  of 
the  limit  of  what  we  are  able  to  provide. 
I  believe  one  of  the  most  vociferous 
charges  made  against  our  country  by  the 
men  in  the  Kremlin  has  been  that  the 
United  States,  with  its  system  of  capi¬ 
talism,  cannot  afford  to  pay  for  its  na¬ 
tional  defense  requirements  and  at  the 
same  time  spend  the  money  necessary  for 
the  development  of  its  natural  resources 
and  the  progress  of  its  economy. 
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Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  one  who  believes 
that  we  are  amply  able  to  finance  the 
required  defense  of  our  country,  and  at 
the  same  time  develop  our  natural  re¬ 
sources  and  move  forward  in  a  steadily 
improving  and  increasing  tempo  of 
progress  and  growth. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  read  in  the 
newspapers,  last  December  that  the 
Treasury  was  running  out  of  funds,  and 
that  it  had  FNMA  borrow  some  money 
on  its  own  account,  which  ultimately 
cost  the  Federal  Government  more  in 
interest  rates  than  would  have  been  the 
case  if  the  Treasury  had  borrowed  di¬ 
rect.  But  the  Treasury  could  not  bor¬ 
row  direct,  because  it  had  reached  the 
debt  limit,  so  it  had  some  of  the  outside 
agencies  borrow,  and  in  that  way  we 
were  able  to  keep  going  in  respect  to 
our  cash  position,  and  pay  our  bills.  Is 
that  true? 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  So,  if  we  in¬ 
crease  the  debt  limit  by  $5  billion,  we 
shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of 
the  members  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
based  upon  the  knowledge  they  have, 
allow  a  little  leeway,  so  that  the  Treas¬ 
ury  can  borrow  funds  next  November  or 
December,  if  it  is  necessary  to  do  so.  It 
does  not  have  to  use  all  the  debt  limit. 
We  must  rely  on  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  not  to  use  it  if  he  does  not  need 
it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  believe  the  pres¬ 
ent  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  would  use 
the  authority  unless  he  had  to  do  so. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  would  expect 
him  not  to  do  so. 

Mr.  KERR.  My  confidence  in  him  is 
such  that  I  think  he  was  sincere  in  tell¬ 
ing  us  what  he  needed  to  meet  his  re¬ 
quirements,  and  to  enable  him  to  make  a 
saving  in  interest  on  the  public  debt. 

As  I  understand,  as  of  last  Monday 
Treasury  bills  brought  1.73.  I  believe 
that  before  the  end  of  the  week  they 
were  selling  on  the  basis  of  1.21.  When 
we  remembei  that  only  3  months  ago  the 
Treasury  Department  was  having  to  pay 
3.76,  we  become  aware  of  the  really  sub¬ 
stantial  sums  the  Secretary  could  save 
in  interest  on  the  public  debt.  When  he 
tells  us  that  he  needs  this  additional 
leeway  to  enable  him  to  handle  his  re¬ 
financing  and  his  commitments  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  tremendous  load  of 
debt,  it  seems  to  me  the  least  we  should 
do  would  be  to  give  him  such  authority, 
believing,  first,  that  he  needs  it,  and  sec¬ 
ond,  that  he  will  not  abuse  the  authority 
if  we  give  it  to  him. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  My  purpose  in 
asking  the  question  was  to  try  to  clarify 
in  my  own  mind  the  situation  as  I  un¬ 
derstood  it  last  December.  The  same 
situation  might  occur  again  next  Decem¬ 
ber,  if  we  limit  to  too  great  an  extent 
the  direct  borrowing  by  the  Treasury, 
which  presumably  can  be  done  at  a 
lower  rate  than  borrowing  by  some  Gov¬ 
ernment  corporation.  It  is  wiser  to  give 
additional  leeway  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  rather  than  to  force  him  to 
have  some  other  Government  agency 
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borrow  the  money  at  higher  interest 
rates,  in  order  to  keep  the  cash  balance 
in  the  Treasury  in  a  satisfactory  condi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  order  to  avoid  ex¬ 
ceeding  the  statutory  limit. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  That  is  what  I 
meant. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  remind  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  that  our  grant  to  the 
Secretary  of  this  additional  authority 
would  not,  of  itself,  prevent  the  sale  of 
additional  securities  by  FNMA. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  understand 
that. 

Mr.  KERR.  However,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  the  only  way  FNMA  could  obtain 
funds  at  the  time  to  which  the  Senator 
has  referred  was  by  selling  its  own  se¬ 
curities  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest,  be¬ 
cause  the  debt  ceiling  then  in  effect  was 
such  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
could  not  furnish  money  to  FNMA  out  of 
his  own  revenues  and  meet  his  other 
obligations. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Ultimately  the 
Government  was  forced  to  pay  one  per¬ 
cent  interest  more  than  would  have  been 
necessary  if  the  money  had  been  bor¬ 
rowed  directly  through  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

So  far  as  I  know  the  $500  million  in 
free  gold  which  the  present  Secretary 
had  when  he  went  into  office  was  all  the 
free  gold  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  had.  It  seems  to  me  that  I  de¬ 
tected  quite  a  note  of  discouragement  in 
his  voice  when  he  responded  to  the 
questions  asked  him  at  the  meeting  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  as  to  whether 
or  not  he  could  sell  that  $500  million  of 
free  gold.  Yes;  he  could.  However,  the 
'  Senator  from  Oklahoma  hopes  that  the 
Secretary  will  not  wake  up  some  morn¬ 
ing  and  find  that  he  can  pay  the  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States  Treasury, 
entered  into  in  good  faith  with  its  citi¬ 
zens,  and  due  for  payment,  only  by  sell¬ 
ing  the  last  ounce  of  free  gold  owned  by 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

I  hope  the  Congress  will  not  place  the 
Secretary  in  such  unhappy  circum- 
stances 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  speak  for  only  a  moment  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  report  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance. 

That  report  represents  the  position  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  position  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  I  know,  from  personal  con¬ 
versations  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  that  he  feels  that  this  bill, 
which  passed  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  by  an  overwhelming  vote,  and  has 
been  reported  by  a  2  to  1  vote  from  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  proper  fiscal  management  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
This  is  the  administration’s  position; 
and  for  the  reasons  which  have  been 
stated  in  the  committee  report  and  on 
the  floor,  I  hope  the  motion  to  recommit 
will  be  defeated,  and  that  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Finance  Committee  will  be 
passed  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
take  only  a  moment  of  the  time  of  the 
Senate. 


I  have  previously  made  the  point  that 
I  think  the  defeat  of  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit,  and  the  enactment  of  the  bill, 
are  essential  to  confidence.  I  come  from 
a  great  center  of  trade  and  commerce. 
It  is  my  deep  conviction  that  our  eco¬ 
nomic  downturn  is  the  result  of  the  hesi¬ 
tancy  of  confidence  on  the  part  of  those 
who  are  largely  responsible  for  manage¬ 
ment  decisions  in  our  country. 

That  is  pointed  out  by  today’s  figures, 
which  show  that  today’s  downturn  is 
really  an  inventory  phenomenon. 

I  believe  that  the  proposed  action  rep¬ 
resents  an  expression  of  confidence  by 


the  United  States  Congress  in  our  coun¬ 
try.  I  believe  the  most  important  figures 
before  us  today — and  the  only  reason  for 
taking  the  time  of  the  Senate  now  is  to 
place  them  in  the  Record — are  figures 
representing  a  comparison  between  the 
debt  and  what  we  had  in  terms  of  pro¬ 
ductive  capacity. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as 
part  of  my  remarks  a  table  entitled, 
“Trends  in  Gross  Public  and  Private 
Debt,  1946-56.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows :  -  , 


ArPENDix  B. — Trends  in  gross  public  and  private  debt,  1946-56 


[Dollar  amounts  In  billions] 


Debt  outstanding 

Gross 

national 

product 

Debt  outstanding  as  a  per¬ 
cent  of  gross  national 
product 

Federal 1 

Private 
and  State 
and  local 

Total 

during 

calendar 

year 

Federal 1 

Private 
and  State 
and  local 

Total 

Dec  31, 1946  - 

$259.  5 
257.0 

$187. 1 
217.0 

$446.  6 
474.0 

$209.  2 
232.  2 

124.0 

89.  4 

213. 5 
204.  1 

Dec.  3 1,1 947 . 

110.  7 

93.  5 

Dec.  31  ’  1948 . •_ . 

252.9 

242.  5 

495.  4 

257.  3 

98.  3 

94.  2 

192.  5 

Dec.  3l’  1949  . . 

257.2 

256.  3 

513.  5 

257.  3 

100.0 

99.6 

199.  6 

Dec.  31, 1950 . 

256.7 

302.  5 

559.  2 

285. 1 

90.0 

106. 1 

196. 1 

Dec.  31, 1951  . 

259.  5 

339.  6 

599.  1 

328.2 

79. 1 

103.  5 

182.  5 

Dec.  3l'  1952 . 

267.4 

369.6 

637.0 

345.4 

77.4 

107.0 

184.4 

Dec.  31,1953  . 

275.  2 

397.9 

673. 1 

363.  2 

75.  8 

109.  6 

185.3 

Dec.  31,  1954. . I . 

278.8 

416.2 

695.  0 

361.  2 

77.2 

115.2 

192.4 

Deo.  31  ]  1955 . . . . 

280.8 

469.3 

750.  1 

391.  7 

71.  7 

119.8 

191.  5 

Dec.  31,  1956 . . . 

276.7 

506.8 

783.  5 

414.  7 

66.7 

122.2 

188.9 

1  Gross  public  debt  and  guaranteed  issues. 

Source:  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Nov.  7, 1957. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  The  figures  show  that 
from  1946  to  1956,  the  percentage  which 
our  Federal  debt  bore  to  our  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  was  reduced  by  approxi¬ 
mately  50  percent — from  124  percent  to 
66.7  percent.  Incidentally,  the  figure  I 
have  mentioned  is  the  lowest  since  the 
end  of  World  War  II. 

I  point  out  that  in  1949,  when  we  had, 
roughly,  the  same  number  of  unem¬ 
ployed,  a  little  more  than  4  million,  the 
percentage  of  national  debt  as  compared 
to  gross  national  product  was  exactly 
100,  whereas  today  it  has  been  reduced 
by  one-third. 

There  is  one  further  consideration 
which  I  think  is  important,  and  that  is 
that  the  percentage  which  the  overall 
debt  of  the  entire  country — Federal, 
State,  local,  and  private — bears  to  the 
gross  national  product  of  the  country  is 
very  close  to  its  postwar  low.  It  stands 
at  188.9  percent.  The  only  time  it  was 
lower  was  in- 1951,  when  it  was  182 
percent. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  move  demon¬ 
strates  the  strong  financial  position  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  fact  that  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  can  today 
submit  to  a  vote  of  confidence  in  the 
country,  just  as  it  is  asking  our  citizens 
everywhere  to  vindicate  our  confidence 
in  the  economy. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 


Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
recommit  made  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton].  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  South  Car¬ 
olina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney], 
and  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mi-.  Scott]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator- from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney], 
and  the  Senator  from'  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Scott]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  is' absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Butler]  and  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  [Mr.  Smith]  are  necessarily  absent. 
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The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  is  absent  on  official  business 
for  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  12, 
nays  74,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 12 


Cotton 

Langer 

Potter 

Goldwater 

Malone 

Russell 

Hruska 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Jenner 

McNamara 

NAYS— 74 

Thurmond 

Aiken 

Frear 

Morse 

Allott 

Fulbright 

Morton 

Barrett 

Gore 

Mundt 

Beall 

Green 

Murray 

Bennett 

Hayden 

Neuberger 

Bible 

Hennings 

Pastore 

Bricker 

Hickenlooper 

Payne 

Bush 

Hill 

Proxmire 

Byrd 

Hoblitzell 

Purtell  n 

Capehart 

Humphrey 

Revercomb 

Carlson 

Ives 

Robertson 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Saltonstall 

Case,  N.  J. 

Javits 

Schoeppel 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Smathers 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Smith,  Maine 

Church 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

'  Clark 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Symington 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Thye 

Dirksen 

Long 

Watkins 

Douglas 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Dworshak 

Mansfield 

Williams 

Eastland 

Martin,  Iowa 

Yarborough 

Ellender 

Martin,  Pa. 

Young 

Ervin 

Monroney 

NOT  VOTTNG- 

-10 

Anderson 

Holland 

Scott 

Bridges 

Johnston,  S.  C.  Smith,  N.  J. 

Butler 

Kennedy 

Flanders 

O’Mahoney 

So  the 

motion  to 

recommit  w: 

rejected. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment  £o  H.  R.  9955,  on  page  1, 
line  7,  to  strike  out  “$5,000,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  $3,000,000,000.” 

On  this  amendment,  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  7,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$5,- 
000,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$3,000,000,000.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
amendment,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  requested.  Is  there  a  sufficient 
second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  MONRONEY  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  another  show  of  hands  on  my 
request  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  shall  be  happy 
to  yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
for  such  a  request,  if  it  is  within  the 
rules  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Ohio?  The  Chair  hears  none.  On 
the  second  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  for  the  yeas  and  nays,  is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


'PROPOSED  INTERNATIONAL  DEVEL- 
\  OPMENT  ASSOCIATION 

Vr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
subhiit  for  appropriate  reference  a  res¬ 
olution,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  it  may  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There,  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  waX  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  Vnd  Currency  and  ordered  to 
be  printedNin  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  'Eiat,  recognizing  the  desirabil¬ 
ity  of  promoting  a  greater  degree  of  inter¬ 
national  development  by  means  of  multi¬ 
lateral  loans  rased  Gn  sound  economic 
principles,  rathenfhan  a  system  of  unilateral 
grants  or  loans,  iVis  the  sense  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  establishment  oX  an  International  Devel¬ 
opment  Association,  in  cooperation  with  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development.  \ 

In  order  to  achieve  greater  international 
trade,  development,  andXeconomic  well-be¬ 
ing,  such  an  agency  should  promote  the 
following  objectives:  \ 

1.  Provide  long-term  loant  available  at  a 
low  rate  of  interest  and  repayable  in  local 
currencies  to  supplement  WorRi  Bank  loans 
and  thereby  permit  the  prompt  completion 
„of  worthwhile  development  projects  which 
could  not  otherwise  go  forward.  \ 

2.  Permit  maxiVnum  use  of  folteign  cur¬ 
rencies  available  to  the  United  States 
through  the  sale  of  agricultural  surpluses 
and  through  other  programs  by  devVting  a 
portion  of  these  currencies  to  such  loans. 

3.  Insure  that  funds  necessary  for  inter¬ 

national  economic  development  can  be  ira.de 
available  by  a  process  which  eliminates  any 
possible  implications  of  interference  wi\h 
national  sovereignty.  \ 

It  is  further  the  sense  of  the  Senate  thala 
as  a  part  of  the  United  States  economic  aid 
program  funds  be  subscribed  to  the  capital/ 
stock  of  the  International  Development  A,/ 
sociation  in  cooperation  with  investments 
made  by  other  participating  countries.  / 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President/ the 
resolution  I  have  submitted  wouM  put 
the  Senate  on  record  as  favoring  a/great¬ 
er  degree  of  international  development 
by  means  of  multilateral  loans  /ased  on 
sound  economic  principles,  ramer  than 
on  a  system  of  unilateral  gran/s  or  loans. 
In  this  regard,  it  recommends  that  con¬ 
sideration  be  given  to  the  establishment 
of  an  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation,  in  cooperation  with  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  De¬ 
velopment.  / 

In  my  judgment  tile  United  States 
must  avoid  the  folly  pi  rigid  fixation  on 
policies  once  valid  but  no  longer  effec¬ 
tive.  The  world  ig  not  a  static,  un¬ 
changing  picture/  It  is  more  like  a 
growing  family,  with  maturing  and  im¬ 
proving  standards  of  knowledge  and  eco¬ 
nomic  status,  a/cl  with  members  desirous 
of  achieving  a/rising  standard  of  living 
through  econ/mic  independence. 

New  chall/nges,  such  as  those  of  Rus¬ 
sia  in  th </  international  development 
arena,  should  be  met  with  better  ideas, 
ideals,  and  plans. 

If  we/nsist  on  retreading  badly  worn 
Democratic  tires,  good  in  their  day,  but 
now  Worn  down  to  the  fabric,  our  for- 
eign/id  program  will  be  broken  down 
while  the  world  passes  us  by.  A  contin¬ 
uation  of  propaganda-inspired  growing 
antagonisms,  summed  up  in  such  disre¬ 
spectful  tags  as  Uncle  Sugar,  Uncle  Shy- 
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lock,  and  even  Uncle  Sap,  must  cease/ 
But  they  will  not  be  stopped  by  recalci¬ 
trant  attitudes  of  a  barren,  holier-than- 
thou,  false  morality.  7 

The  Russians  have  started  an  intense 
economic  offensive  by  offering  loans  for 
development  purposes  that  are  a/better 
deal  than  ours.  We  can  best  meet  this 
challenge  by  taking  a  lead  in/creating 
an  international  program  of  multilateral 
loans  for  economic  developm/it,  mixing 
dollars  and  foreign  local  currencies. 

The  United  States  took/the  lead  in 
helping  to  establish  the  /International 
Bank  for  Reconstructioi/  and  Develop¬ 
ment,  which  has  finances  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  many  worthwhile  development 
projects.  However,  the  World  Bank 
cannot,  over  the  20-/ear  term  required 
by  it,  make  project/loans  which  might 
be  good,  but  woulc/be  impossible  of  re¬ 
payment  in  dollara  or  other  hard  cur¬ 
rencies.  Therein/lies  our  opportunity. 

Nor  can  we  l/ly  on  unilateral  grants 
and  gifts  to  pr/mote  the  risky  but  valu¬ 
able  project/  Times  have  changed. 
The  free  arm  uncommitted  nations  of 
the  world  r/w  want  progress  on  a  basis 
of  self-respect  and  equality.  There  is  no 
longer  an/  place  for  anything  that  even 
implies  /handout.  . 

We  need  to  help  set  up  a  system  of 
multil/teral  loans  which  can  be  made  on 
a  completely  self-respecting  basis.  We 
mus/eliminate  as  quickly  as  possible  the 
type  of  aid  which,  despite  our  honest  in¬ 
tention,  has  been  the  subject  of  Commu¬ 
nist  propaganda  which  labels  it  not  only 
as  a  charity  program,  but  also  as  Uncle 
/Sam’s  efforts  to  subvert  the  recipient 
nations.  These  untrue  allegations  that 
Vmr  aid  implies  a  superior-inferior  rela- 
wonship  with  the  receiving  countries, 
h\ve,  in  many  cases,  helped  to  destroy 
thX  leaders  of  governments  friendly  to 
us.  \ 

mV  resolution  urges  consideration  of 
the  establishment  of  an  International 
Development  Association  to  work  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development. 
Such  anXinstitution  should  probably 
have  its  coital  stock  subscribed  from 
hard  currencies  of  the  United  States  and 
other  participating  countries,  so  as  to 
give  it  a  dolla\  and  hard  currency  base. 
It  should  also  nave  the  use  of  local  cur¬ 
rencies,  including  a  large  portion  of 
those  which  this  Action  has  accumulated 
from  its  large-scale  disposal  of  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses.  \ 

Thus,  much  of  the  usable  capital  of 
the  IDA  would  com\  local  currencies 
which  are  now  frozen  Vnd  of  little  or  no 
use  to  any  country.  Tlrtere  may  be  some 
residual  funds  from  the\Marshall  Plan 
aid  program  which  woulcXalso  be  avail¬ 
able.  The  foreign  aid  dollaV  already  ap¬ 
propriated  and  spent.  migh\well  be  re¬ 
cycled,  for  use  again  in  worM  economic 
development.  The  IDA  would  give  a 
greater  flexibility  to  the  use  of  foreign 
currencies  and  would  promote  interna¬ 
tional  trade.  \ 

For  example,  one  of  the  world’^rou- 
bled  spots  is  in  the  relationship  between 
Indian  and  Pakistan.  At  the  roo\  of 
this  dispute  is  far  more  than  Kashimr. 
The  struggle  is  for  the  use  of  the  waters 
of  the  six-river  watershed  that  originate 
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in  India  and  Tibet  and  flow  through 

PcikisiiEin. 

Should  India  alone  develop  the  wa¬ 
ters  of  this  great  river  system,  Pakistan 
will  perish,  through  loss  of  water  indis¬ 
pensable  totts  economy. 

For  a  year\or  more,  engineers  of  both 
Pakistan  andVfndia  have  worked  to¬ 
gether  in  tryingHo  arrive  at  a  joint  plan 
for  a  huge  TVA  toe  of  development  for 
this  section  of  AsiaS.  The  program  prob¬ 
ably  would  cost  $40(Tmillion.  Under  the 
World  Bank  rules — requiring  repayment 
ih  20  years’  time,  at  4 percent  interest, 
in  hard  currencies — this\s  not  a  bank¬ 
able  loan.  \ 

Under  the  plan  of  the  International 
Development  Association,  however,  the 
plan  could  be  financed  with  safety  and 
with  tremendous  good  for  the  envelop¬ 
ment  of  two  friendly  nations  whose  dis¬ 
agreements  now  threaten  trouble  or  per¬ 
haps  even  war  in  the  Far  East.  \ 

As  a  second-mortgage  operation,  the 
International  Development  Association' 
could  take  perhaps  50  percent  of  the 
$400  million  loan,  subordinating  its  loan 
to  the  first  claim  of  the  World  Bank. 
The  loan  could  be  made  for  40  years,  at 
2  percent  interest,  to  be  repaid,  not  in 
dollars  or  hard  currencies,  but  in  local 
currencies  of  India  and  Pakistan. 

In  designating  the  dam,  for  example, 
the  IDA  could  loan  engineering  funds  in 
German  deutschmarks.  For  earth-mov¬ 
ing  equipment,  it  could  provide  funds  in 
French  francs,  with  certain  dollar  or 
hard-currency  additions.  Cement  could 
come  from  some  10  countries,  and  could 
be  purchased  in  large  part  with  local 
currencies,  with  only  10  or  20  percent  in 
dollars.  Thus,  with  a  world-wide  shop¬ 
ping  list  and  a  vault  filled  with  many 
local  currencies,  for  the  first  time  wise 
banking  administration  could  make  full 
use  of  local  currencies,  including  those 
accumulating  from  the  sale  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses. 

Undoubtedly  other  members  of  the 
World  Bank  also  could  contribute  local 
currencies  which  they  have  on  hand, 
thus  making  flexible  and  judicious  use 
of  many  frozen  assets. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  distinguished  colleague,  the  Sen-y 
ator  from  Tennessee.  / 

Mr.  GORE.  To  what  beneficial  us/— - 
unless  it  be  in  some  international/ de¬ 
velopment  program — is  the  United/tates 
to  put  the  enormous  quantities  otaoreign 
currencies  now  within  its  cal/ 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  v&ty  glad  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  ha/  asked  that 
question,  because  we  have  /een  such  cur¬ 
rencies  pile  up  until  irc>w  they  have 
reached  a  total  of  neai/y  $2,500,000,000. 
We  are  lending  some/f  these  local  cur¬ 
rencies  back  to  the  Countries  which  buy 
our  surplus  agricultural  commodities. 
However,  as  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
found  last  year/vhen  he  was  in  Burma, 
they  are  loatl/and  unwilling  to  accept  a 
unilateral  loan  from  the  United  States, 
for  fear  tlarat  their  governments  would 
be  charged  with  being  satellites  of  Uncle 
Sam.  Consequently,  the  money  which 
the  United  States  might  be  willing  to  loan 


unilaterally  is  not  desired  by  many  such 
countries.  I  am  told  that  $78  million 
from  the  sale  of  our  agriculture  surpluses 
to  Indonesia  lies  idle  in  the  Bank. 

If  we  are  not  careful,  in  the  next  5 
years  we  may  accumulate  additional  bil¬ 
lions  of  local  currencies,  from  the  sale  of 
our  agricultural  surpluses.  If  we  do  not 
find  a  means  of  using  these  section  480 
funds,  we  shall  find  that  we  have  sacri¬ 
ficed  bales  of  cotton  in  warehouses  for 
bales  of  currency. 

We  cannot  justify  a  continuation  of 
this  very  fine  program  of  section  480 
sales,  which  I  have  supported  thorough¬ 
ly,  unless  we  find  a  way  now  to  put  the 
funds  to  work. 

By  mixing  hard  currencies  with  soft 
currencies  in  connection  with  a  second- 
mortgage  type  of  program,  the  necessary 
funds  could  be  made  available  to  coun¬ 
tries  which  today  cannot  deal  in  dol¬ 
lars.  Such  second-mortgage  loans  could 
be  made  by  an  international  development 
association.  In  that  way  the  necessary 
Xunds  could  be  made  available. 

\Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  further  to 
me?\ 

Mr  ^MONRONEY.  I  am  very  glad  to/ 
yield.  \  / 

Mr.  GORE.  Although  the  amount^ of 
foreign  currencies  npw  belonging  tor  the 
United  States  is  enormous,  it  woidu  still 
appear  to  be  within  manageable/propor¬ 
tions.  HoweverVuf  no  constructive  meas¬ 
ure  is  advanced  and  if  no  re/istic  pro¬ 
gram  is  adopted,  sh  as  to  mft.  this  enor¬ 
mous  amount  of  cursrency/ro  some  good 
use,  in  the  years  aheaiLsfiall  we  not  run 
the  risk  of  accumulating  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  in  such  enonnous  quantities  as 
to  create  a  real  danger  toSinternational 
exchange?  /  \ 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  If  we  attempted  to 
use  them  uniiaterally,  in  latee-scale 
amounts,  the  /ability  of  the  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  migh/be  destroyed. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will\the 
Senator  /from  Oklahoma  yield  once 
more?  /  \ 

Mr/MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  appy  to  yield,  because  of  the  great 
contribution  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
is/rnaking  to  the  development  of  the  idea 
>of  recycling  the  aid  given  by  the  United 
'States  to  other  countries,  so  that  those 
countries  might  in  turn  extend  aid  to 
others. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  able  Senator. 
If  I  understand  the  situation  correctly, 
this  foreign  currency  has  no  purchasing 
power  in  the  United  States.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Absolutely  none. 
We  intended  to  use  more  for  strategic 
materials,  but  our  stockpile  is  apparently 
now  considered  adequate.  We  use  a 
small  part  of  it  for  our  military  expendi¬ 
tures  and  for  our  diplomatic  establish¬ 
ments  within  the  issuing  countries;  but 
it  is  only  a  fraction  of  the  billions  of 
dollars  being  generated  by  the  sale  of  our 
agricultural  commodities. 

Mr.  GORE.  But  all  three  instances  of 
expenditure  to  which  the  Senator  has 
alluded  occur  in  other  countries,  not  in 
ours.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  That  is  correct. 


Mr.  GORE.  This  quantity  of  foreign 
currency,  however,  does  have  a  value  in  . 
international  exchange,  does  it  not?  / 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Indeed,  it  dooS, 
and  the  use  of  it  in  a  world  bank  t/at 
could  carefully  release  amounts  of/for¬ 
eign  currencies  in  a  judicious  wav;  so  it 
would  not  create  inflation,  woula  result 
in  foreign  currency  beginning  to  move  in 
world  trade,  instead  of  having  all  world 
trade  tied  to  the  American /dollar.  It  is 
bad  to  have  a  dollar-scaroe  world.  The 
more  freely  other  countr/s  can  use  their 
own  currencies,  the  bej/er  off  we  all  are. 

Mr.  GORE.  Woul/it  not  be  possible, 
since  we  possess  more  than  $2  billion 
of  foreign  currency,  representing  good 
international  exonange,  to  substitute  the 
use  of  the  international  currency  for  the 
appropriation/  of  American  dollars,  at 
least  to  some  extent? 

Mr.  MCJNRONEY.  The  Senator  is 
reading  my  mind,  because  that  is  a  part 
of  the  Proposed  program.  There  cannot 
be  a  c/mplete  substitution  of  foreign  cur¬ 
rency.  There  must  be  a  dollar  or  hard- 
cun-ency  base.  But  given  such  a  base, 
tiiere  will  be  more  opportunity  to  make 
/use  of  currencies  which  today  have  little 
value  in  the  world  market. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  wish  to  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  making  the  constructive  sugges¬ 
tion  by  which  foreign  currencies  might 
be  put  to  beneficial  use — a  use  for  which 
the  world  is  in  great  need,  a  use  which 
will  contribute  to  the  development  of 
foreign  countries,  and  a  use  which  will 
prevent  a  dangerous  accumulation  of 
unmanageable  quantities  of  foreign 
currency. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  sure  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  and  colleague  also  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  dangers  of  tying  up  trade  on 
a  unilateral  basis  which  makes  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world  indebted  to  us  and 
gives  us  an  unusable  stockpile  of  cur¬ 
rencies  of  many  nations  of  the  world. 
At  some  future  time  a  movement  will  be 
started  for  total  forgiveness  of  the  in¬ 
creasing  foreign-aid  debt.  Uncle  Sam 
will  probably  be  asked  to  forgive  world 
Sloans.  The  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
proposes  to  put  such  loans  through  an 
international  banking  association,  so 
such  transactions  will  be  handled  on  an 
international  basis.  The  International 
Development  Association  would  be  simi¬ 
lar  to  the  World  Bank,  except  it  would 
furnish  aS^econd  mortgage  market  for 
the  20  percent  or  30  percent  of  projects 
which  otherwise  would  not  be  bankable. 
The  head  of  tp£  World  Bank  confiden¬ 
tially  told  me  hXcould  have  made  50  or 
60  more  bank  loans,  which  would  have 
made  unnecessary 'come  grants  in  aid, 
had  he  had  available  such  a  second  mort¬ 
gage  operation.  \ 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  \ 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Misteuri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  am  flsmch  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  idea  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma.  In  tnte  cost 
to  the  people  of  the  United  States  ol  the 
farm  program,  there  was  a  difference^ 
opinion  as  it  was  presented  by  the  D^r 
partment  of  Agriculture,  and  some  mem-' 
bers  of  the  committee,  as  to  the  true  cost. 
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In  Dr.  Heemstra’s  report,  from  which  we 
quote  their  “Conclusions:  Based  upon  the 
inspection  of  ‘Africa  U.  S.  A.’  on  January  22, 
»357,  it  is  my  conclusion  that  physical  facili¬ 
ties  and  methods  of  maintaining  animals  at 
‘Africa,  U.  S.  A.’  are  substantially  equivalent 
to  tmjse  of  public  zoos.”  “ 

Dr.  Bteemstra  testified  that  “private  and 

public  Nterinarians  alj  report  to  the  State 

and  Fedend  authorities  any  diseased  condi¬ 
tion  which\in  their  opinion  is  dangerous 
and  which  issdetermined  to  be  a  contagious 
and  infectiouNjisease,  a  reportable  disease,” 
and  that  appellant’s  zoo  meets  all  qualifica¬ 
tions  except  fox  governmental  control. 
This  latter  aspect,  it  was  explained,  permits 
the  Department  to  fHel  that  a  public  zoo  is 
under  “a  body  which'has  a  sense  of  public 
responsibility  for  the  general  welfare,  which 
may  not  be  inherent  in  >a  private  zoo.”  If 
there  were  “irregularities  winch  had  occurred 
or  which  were  about  to  occui\we  would  be  in 
a  position  to  deal  with  what  we  believe  to  be 
a  responsible  public  body  in  bringing  this  to 
their  attention  and  instituting,  corrective 
measures.”  \ 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  owners  of  a 
private  zoo  or  circus  are  any  less  anxious  to 
preserve  their  investment  than  some  political 
body.  There  is  no  suggestion,  that  the Vp- 
pellant’s  veterinarian  is  any  less  competent, 
because  he  is  subject  to  call  them  an  eligiN 
ble  zoo’s  veterinarian  on  a  retainer  basis. 
On  the  contrary.  Dr.  Heetnstra  reported  that 
appellant’s  veterinarian,  when  interviewed, 
advised  “he  was 'fully  aware  of  his  responsi¬ 
bility.” 

The  situation,  as  it  seems  to  us,  was 
summed  up  by  the  Florida  State  veterinarian. 
Dr.  Campbell: 

“Frankly,  I  feel  that  if  foreign  ruminant 
animals  constitute  a  danger  or  threat  to  our 
domestic  animal  or  livestock  industry,  the 
importation  of  such  animals  should  be  pro¬ 
hibited.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  specialists,  the  possibility  is 
but  assumed  to  be  remote  that  such  animals 
are  carriers  and  that  the  public  interest 
would  be  served  by  allowing  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  these  animals,  then  the  Department 
of  Agriculture — which  allows  such  importa¬ 
tions — should  accept  the  responsibility  of 
providing  what  it  considers  to  be  adequate 
veterinary  supervision.” 

There  can  be  no  question  of  the  ultimate 
objective  voiced  by  the  Department  or  of  the 
desirability  of  regulation  essential  to  its  at¬ 
tainment.  But  we  perceive  no  basis,  and 
none  has  been  demonstrated,  upon  which  a 
Government  officer  may  impose  an  ad  hoc^ 
system  of  licensure  upon  any  citizen,  of 
upon  any  one  group  as  compared  wj<th 
another.  If  the  law  in  the  public  inWest, 
reflecting  the  policy  of  Congress,  had'  pre¬ 
scribed  that  no  ruminant  may  be  inrfported 
except  by  a  publicly  owned  zoo  which  meets 
prescribed  conditions,  generally  j/pplicable, 
that  is  one  thing.  But  here  ^importation 
was  specifically  permitted  as  bo -a  shipment 
of  animals,  all  alike.  Any  one  animal  was 
as  much  a  potential  carrier  of  hoof  and 
mouth  disease  as  the  appellant’s  giraffe.  If 
appellant’s  animal,  or  Appellant’s  zoo,  had 
failed  to  meet  standards  “prescribed  by  an 


“The  report  also /Included  the  following: 

“Veterinary  service,  when  needed  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  Dr.  3./.  Owen,  who  maintains  a 
practice  in  Bocj/Raton.  Dr.  Owen  is  an  Ohio 
State  graduate  and  is  accredited  by  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service  for  the  inspection, 
testing,  and  certification  of  livestock  for  ex¬ 
port  and  for  interstate  movement.  Dr.  Owen 
is  ‘on  cjnr  rather  than  on  a  retainer  or  con¬ 
tract  basis  for  such  services  as  are  necessary. 
In  Atervicwing  Dr.  Owen  he  stated  that  he 
wa/  fully  aware  of  his  responsibility  in  the 
reporting  of  suspected  cases  of  communi¬ 
cable  diseases  to  State  and  Federal  livestock 
sanitary  officials.” 


agency  of  government  authorized  to  pre¬ 
scribe  such  standards,”10  again  we  would 
have  had  a  very  different  problem.  Here  we 
find  no  regulations,  no  prescribed  standards, 
no  proscription  by  statute  or  otherwise,  gov¬ 
erning  this  appellant’s  purchase  after  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  required  quarantine  period. 

But,  the  Secretary  argues,  looking  to  the 
act  of  February  2,  1903,u  section  2 12  here 
applies.  Thus  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  “make  such  regulations  and  take  such 
measures  as  he  may  deem  proper  to  prevent 
the  introduction  or  dissemination  of  the 
contagion  of  any  contagious,  infectious,  or 
communicable  disease  of  animals  *  *  * 
from  a  foreign  country  into  the  United 
States  or  from  one  State  *  *  *  to  another. 

*  *  *”  Section  1  of  the  act  deals  with 
“the  exportation  and  transportation  of  live¬ 
stock  from  any  place  within  the  United 
States  where  he  may  have  reason  to  believe 
such  diseases  may  exist  into  and  through 
any  State  *  *  *  and  to  foreign  countries.” 

The  act  of  1903  “is  a  measure  intended  to 
enable  the  Secretary  to  prevent  the  spread 
of  disease  among  cattle  and  other  livestock. 
He  is  authorized  |nd  directed  from  time  to 
time  ‘to  establish  such  rules  and  regulations 
concerning  interstate  transportation  from 
any  place  where  he  may  have  reason  to  he/ 
lieve  such  diseases  may  exist  *  *  *  and  al 11 
such  rules  and  regulations  shall  have  /he 
force  of  law.’  ‘Whenever  any  inspector  or 
assistant  inspector  of  the  Bureau  of  Animal 
I^ustry  shall  issue  a  certificate  knowing 
that  such  officer  had  inspected  /any  cat¬ 
tle  *\*  *  which  were  about  t/  be  ship¬ 
ped  *V  *  from  such  localit/  »  *  *  and 
had  found  them  free  frontf  *  *  *  com¬ 
municable  disease,  such  ajhmals,  So  in¬ 
spected  and  certified,  m&y  be  shipped, 
driven,  or  transported  fr/m  such  place’  in 
interstate  corhmerce  ‘without  further  in¬ 
spection  or  the\xaction  of  fees  of  any  kind, 
except  such  as  may  at  any  time  be  ordered 
or  exacted  by  tin/  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  *  *  *’.”13 

We  have  no  dtfhbt  Whatever  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  aid  o^the  objective  of  the  act  may 
validly  issue yregulationsNgoverning  the  in¬ 
terstate  transportation  of  animals  from  any 
place  whepfe  communicable  disease  exists  or 
where  hyfnay  have  reason  to  brieve  it  exists. 
Appropriate  regulations  and  the  Secretary’s 
ordeiyfn  their  aid  may  even  extend  to  the 
hide/  of  slaughtered  animals.* 11  \He  may 
qmfrantine  a  State  or  any  portion  ofNit  when 
h/  determines  that  cattle  or  other  livestock 
^herein  are  affected  with  any  communicable 
disease,15  and  may  issue  valid  regulations,  to 
effectuate  the  statutory  intention.  But  he 
must  issue  them  only  in  accordance  witfK 
prescribed  standards — he  may  not  “exercise 
an  unfettered  discretion  to  make  whatever 
laws  he  thinks  may  be  needed  or  advis¬ 
able  *  *  *”10  and  “they  are  valid  only  as 
subordinate  rules  and  when  found  to  be 
within  the  framework  of  the  policy  which 
the  legislature  has  sufficiently  defined.”  17 

Here  the  Secretary’s  regulations  are  silent 
as  to  approved  zoos  or  acceptable  govern¬ 


10  Securities  Comvi’n  v.  Chenery  Corp.  (318 
U.  S.  80,  92-93  (1943) ). 

11  32  Stat.  791 

12  Id.,  at  792,  and  see  21  U.  S.  C.  Ill  (1952). 

13  Mints  v.  Baldwin  (289  U.  S.  346,  350-51 
(1933)),  and  see  Mints  v.  Baldwin  (2  F. 
Supp.  700  (D.  C.  N.  Y.  1933) ) . 

14  United  States  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  (235 
Fed.  961  (D.  C.  Pa.  1916) ) . 

15  Thornton  v.  United  States  (271  U.  S.  414, 
420  (1926)). 

There  is  no  suggestion  here  that  foot-and- 
mouth  disease  exists  or  is  believed  to  exist 
in  New  Jersey. 

M  Schechter  Corp.  v.  United  States  (295 
U.  S.  495,  537-38  (1935)). 

17  Panama  Refining  Co.  v.  Ryan  (293  U.  S. 
888,  429  (1935) )« 


mental  control.  His  regulations 18  provide 
for  a  permit  in  two  sections  10  and  health  Cer¬ 
tificates,20  both  of  which  were  here  complied 
with.  The  Secretary  may  not  by  his  /egula- 
tions  alter  or  amend  a  law;  he  may"  merely 
regulate  the  mode  of  making  effective  what 
Congress  has  enacted.21  Congress  has  no¬ 
where  said  that  a  wild  rumhfant  may  be 
imported  for  exhibition  purposes  only  by  a 
public  zoo.  Congress  has  iiever  said  that 
such  an  animal  when  allrfwed  importation 
may  not  be  sold  to  a  private  zoo.  There  is  no 
regulation  to  any  such/effect.  There  is  no 
regulation  which  says/such  an  animal  may 
be  exhibited  only  iryan  approved  zoo  oper¬ 
ated  under  acceptable  governmental  author¬ 
ity.  There  is  n/ regulation  which  confers 
upon  the  -Secretary  or  the  Chief  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Animal  Husbandry  the  authority  to 
prescribe  what  zoo  may  purchase  and  ex¬ 
hibit  a  ruqnnant,  the  importation  of  which 
has  been /permitted  as  according  otherwise 
with  all/proper  requirements.22 

It  foUows  that  the  appellant  had  the  right 
to  purchase  the  animal  and,  it  would  seem, 
should  now  be  entitled  to  its  release.23  We 
dp  not  envision  a  ^decree  which  commands 
/he  exercise  by  the  Secretary  of  such  discre¬ 
tion  as  may  otherwise  be  reposed  in  him.  We 
preclude  simply  his  denial  of  release  of  the 
animal  on  the  grounds  we  have  decided  are 
arbitrary.24 

(Reversed.) 

Bastian,  circuit  judge,  dissenting:  I  regret 
that  I  cannot  agree  to  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment  in  this  case,  even  though  I  agree 
in  principle  with  all  that  my  brother  Danaher 
has  written  as  to  the  dangers  of  Executive 
power  unguided  by  congressional  expression. 

In  this  case,  however,  I  do  not  believe  the 
appellant  is  in  position  to  complain.  The 
license  was  not  issued  to  him  but  to  Demmer, 
who,  so  far  as  the  record  discloses,  was  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  permit  as  issued.  Three  of  the 
five  giraffes  were  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  the  permit.  Two  were  sold  to  Freeman, 
who  in  turn  sold  them  to  Pederson.  One 
giraffe  has  since  died. 

The  time  to  have  protested  in  court  was 
by  direct  attack  on  the  condition  annexed 
to  the  permit  when  the  permit  was  issued. 
This  was  not  done,  so  far  as  the  record  before 
us  discloses.  Pederson  seeks  the  advantage 
of  the  permit  without  its  burden.  He  must 
have  known  of — or  should  have  known  of — ■ 
the  condition  when  he  purchased  the  two 
animals.  In  my  opinion,  he  is  not  in  position 
to  complain.  I  would  affirm  on  that  ground 
alone. 


13  See  9  C.  F.  R.  92.1-92.29  (1949);  cf.  9 
>C.  F.  R.  92.11-92.40  (Supp.  1957). 

Y  9  C.  F.  R.  924  (1949) . 

\ld.,  sec.  92.5. 

21VomZZ  v.  Jones  (106  U.  S.  466  (1882)); 
“ConNfss  was  willing  to  admit  duty  free  all 
animais^pecially  imported  for  breeding  pur¬ 
poses;  the  Secretary  thought  this  privilege 
should  be\onfined  to  such  animals  as  were 
adapted  to 'toe  improvement  of  breeds  al¬ 
ready  in  the  TSjiited  States.  In  our  opinion, 
the  object  of  the  Secretary  could  only ‘be 
accomplished  bjXan  amendment  of  the  law. 
That  is  not  the  olfeie  of  a  Treasury  regula¬ 
tion.”  Id.,  at  467.  \ 

22  Above  all,  neitheXthe  Secretary  nor  the 
Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Animal  Husbandry 
may  act  without  warramXpf  law.  Cf.  Morgan 
v.  United  States  (304  U.  S.\  (1938) );  Morgan 
v.  United  States  (298  U.  S.  468  (1936)). 

23  Even  knowledge  of  the  unauthorized,  dis¬ 

criminatory,  and  unpublished^  (5  U.  S.  C. 
1002  (1952)  conditions  does  ndt  invalidate 
appellant’s  purchase  of  the  animaV  to  defeat 
his  right.  See  5  U.  S.  C.  1001  (f)  ($)  and  5 
U.  S.  C.  1008  (a)  (1952).  v  \ 

24  Cf.  Perkins  v.  Eig  (307  U.'  5.  323v  350, 

(1939)).  \ 
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[From  the  Washington  Evening  Star  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  14,  1958] 

Vgency  Sticks  Neck  Out  in  Giraffe  Court / 
Fight' 

[It  isn’t  every  day  the  Agriculture  Depart^ 
ent  needs  its  legal  talent  to  keep  a  giraffj 
bdt  today  was  one  of  ’em. 

The  Department  has  been  arbitrary  in  ye 
fusing  to  release  this  giraffe  from  quarantine 
for  \display  in  a  private  zoo  at  Boca  Rayon, 
Fla.Aaccording  to  the  United  States  Couyt  of 
Appeals. 

This  slap  on  the  wrist  to  the  agency  was 
delivered  in  an  11 -page  opinion  ordering  the 
animal  be  released  from  the  Federal  ^Quar¬ 
antine!  Station  in  New  Jersey. 

Judge  John  A.  Danaher  criticized  thfe  Agri 
culture  '^Department  for,  in  effect,  amending 
an  act  of  Congress  in  its  refusal  to  Mlow  the 
giraffe  ta  be  taken  to  “Africa  USA "  in  Boca 
Raton,  Fla.,  merely  on  grounds  thfe  animal 
may  be  a  potential  carrier  of  t/he  much 
dreaded  foot-and-mouth  disease. 

Judge  Danaher  also  objected  l/o  Govern¬ 
ment  requirements  that  imported  animals 
can’t  be  taken  to  a  zoological  p/irk  not  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Government. 

The  opinion  says  that  a  certificate  of  De 
cember  1956A  shows  that  the /controversial 
giraffe  is  1  of  5  animals  imported  to  this 
country  earlien  that  year.  He  said  that  three 
of  the  animals  Were  released  from  guarantine 
and  sold  to  public  zoos.  A  fourth  died  of  a 
heart  attack. 

Jack  J.  Pedersfen,  owner  of/ the  long-necked 
creature  in  question,  claimid  in  his  appeal, 
that  no  Federal  law  authorizes  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  ao  refuse  quarantine  release 
for  an  imported  aqimal  tl/at  will  be  taken  to 
a  private  zoo. 

[From  the  Washifigtoi/  Post  of  February 
14,\  1933] 

Court  Orders  Giraffe  Back  to  Owner, 

Declares  United  Spates  Stuck  Its  Neck 

Out 

(By  Harry \Gabbett) 

Jack  James  Pedersen)  a  Florida  zookeeper, 
can  have  the  young /female  giraffe  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  been  keeping  from  him  (at  his 
expense)  for  nearly  k  years,  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  ruled  yesterday. 

In  deciding  that /Agriculture  Secretary  Ezra 
Taft  Benson  actecy  arbitrarily  in  refusing  the 
giraffe’s  release  t a  its  rightful  owner,  the  Ap¬ 
pellate  Court  cited  two  1935  decisions  which 
rapped  early  New  Deal  knuoklest  for  exercis¬ 
ing  executive  power  unguiqed  by  congres¬ 
sional  expression 

The  giraffe  case  began  with  the  licensed  im¬ 
portation  of  five  of  the  animals  from  Kenya, 
East  Africa,  in  the  summer  of  1956.  Three 
of  the  animals,  after  the  customary  quaran¬ 
tine  period,  were  sold  and  released  to  various 
acceptable  public  zoos.  Two  females  were 
sold  to  a  dealer  from  whom  Pedersen  subse- 
sequently  purchased  his. 

Agriculture’s  Bureau  of  Animal  Hus¬ 
bandry,  concerned  chiefly  with  preventing 
spread  of/  hoof  and  mouth  disease,  argued 
successfully  in  the  lower  court  that  Peder¬ 
sen’s  giipffe  was  a  potential  carrier  of  the 
afflictior 

At  the  same  time,  however,  the  appellate 
court  noted  in  yesterday’s  2-1  reversal,  Agri¬ 
culture  conceded  the  current  healthW  the 
surviving  animal,  and  the  suitability  of 
Pedeysen’s  private  zoo,  known  as  “Africa, 
U.  SI  A.”  at  Boca  Raton,  Fla.,  as  a  giraffe’s 
permanent  home. 

ily  L.  C.  Heemstra,  acting  chief  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  Animal  Inspection  and  Quarantine 
branch,  however,  could  approve  the  approved 
zoological  park  under  acceptable  govei 
Rental  control”  to  which  such  wild  rumin- 
ats  may  be  consigned  under  Agriculture 
policy,  the  court  noted  further,  adding: 

The  Secretary  (of  Agriculture)  may  not  b^ 

/  his  regulations  alter  or  amend  a  law;  he  may\ 


lerely  regulate  the  mode  of  making  effective,, 
vhat  Congress  has  enacted. 

[Fr\m  the  Washington  Daily  News  of 
ruary  14,  1958] 

iurt  Comes  to  Giraffe’s  Resci 
The  Uhited  States  Court  of  Appeals  yester¬ 
day  rescued  a  nameless,  2 -year -aid  giraffe 
who  has  been  detained  for  over/ a  year  for 
technical  reasons  at  the  Government  quar¬ 
antine  station\at  Clifton,  N. 

It  came  froniKenya  and  had  a  proper  entry 
permit  and  a  health  certificate  which  said  it 
is  in  excellent  heal! 

The  Agriculture  ibepar/ment  refused,  how¬ 
ever,  to  release  it  tckJack  James  Pedersen, 
who  runs  a  private  Africa,  USA,  in  Boca 
Raton,  Fla. 

The  Department/ said  'It  only  releases  gi¬ 
raffes  to  public /zoos.  Mr.  Pedersen  sued 
Agriculture  Secretary  Ezra  “Taft  Benson. 

During  the  long  court  fight'a  second  giraffe 
consigned  to/nim  and  also  quarantined  grew 
listless,  ran  A  fever,  and  finally  di^d  of  a  heart 
attack  at  idle  quarantine  station.' 

The  Agriculture  Department  conceded  Mr. 
Pedersen’s  zoo  is  as  well  run  and  saf\  as  any 
other. 

The  court  said  yesterday  that  no  kct  of 
Congress  requires  favoring  public  over\jri- 
vsfte  zoos  and  that  Mr.  Benson’s  office  wept 
beyond  its  authority. 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  OF  PUBLIC 
DEBT  LIMIT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9955)  to  provide 
for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public 
debt  limit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche]. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded,  and  that 
the  Senate  return  to  the  consideration 
of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
amendment  shall  be  adopted,  it  will  re¬ 
flect  the  reduction  proposed  by  the  five 
members  of  the  committee  who  voted 
that  the  authorization  be  limited  to  $3 
billion,  and  not  to  $5  billion.  The  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  bill  and  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  that  the  bill  authorizes  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $5  billion  in  the  debt;  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  au¬ 
thorizes  an  increase  of  $3  billion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 
The  yeas  and  nays  having  been  ordered, 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  John¬ 
ston],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  and  the 


Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Scott]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

On-  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  . 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  would  vote  “nay.” 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Montana  l  Mr. 
Murray],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  O’Mahoney],  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Scott]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler]  and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smith]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders!  is  absent  on  official  business  for 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  27, 
nays  56,  as  follows: 


Allott 

Barrett 

Brlcker 

Byrd 

Cotton 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ellender 

Ervin 


Aiken 

Beall 

Bennett 

Bible 

Bush 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Carroll 

Case,  N.  J. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Church 

Clark 

Cooper 

Curtis 

Dirksen 

Douglas 

Fulbright 

Gore 

Green 


YEAS— 27 
Frear 
Goldwater 
Hruska 
Jenner 
Langer 
Lausche 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Mansfield 

NAYS— 56 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 

Hoblitzell 

Ives 

Jackson 

Javits 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Kefauver 

Kerr 

Knowland 

Kuchel 

Long 

Martin,  Iowa 
Martin,  Pa. 
McNamara 
Monroney 
Morse 


McClellan 

Mundt 

Potter  s 

Robertson 

Russell 

Schoeppel 

Stennis 

Talmadge 

Thurmond 


Morton 

Neuberger 

Pastore 

Payne 

Proxmire 

Purtell 

Revercomb 

Saltonstall 

Smathers 

Smith,  Maine 

Sparkman 

Symington 

Thye 

Watkins 

Wiley 

Williams 

Yarborough 

Young 


NOT  VOTING— 13 

Anderson  Holland  O’Mahoney 

Bridges  Humphrey  Scott 

Butler  Johnston,  S.  C.  Smith,  N.  J. 

Chavez  Kennedy 

Flanders  Murray 

So  Mr.  Lausche’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  The  bill  is  still 
open  to  amendment. 

If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to 
be  proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  and  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 
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The  bill  (H.  R.  9955)  was  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

CONSTRUCTION^ OF  U.  S.  S.  “ARI¬ 
ZONA”  MEMORIAL  AT  PEARL 

HARBOR 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  un¬ 
finished  business,  which  wnl  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk,  a.  bill,  House 
Resolution  5809,  to  authorizikconstruc- 
tion  of  a  U.  S.  S.  Arizona  memorial  at 
Pearl  Harbor. 

READJUSTMENT  OF  POSTAL  RANKES 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres) 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  toN 
the  consideration  of  House  Resolution 
5836. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill,  House 
Resolution  5836,  to  readjust  postal  rates 
and  to  establish  a  congressional  policy 
for  the  determination  of  postal  rates, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  so  far  as  the  Senator  from  Texas 
is  aware,  we  expect  no  quorum  calls  or 
rollcalls  for  the  remainder  of  the  day. 
We  will  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
the  postal-rate  bill  tomorrow,  and  we 
may  have  several  quorum  or  rollcalls  to¬ 
morrow  and  the  next  day. 

TENTH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  COMMU- 

NIZATION  OF  CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President  tomor¬ 
row,  the  25th  of  February  ./marks  the 
10th  anniversary  of  the  black  day  when 
Czechoslovakia  went  behind  the  Iron 
Curtain.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
a  statement  which  lAiave  prepared  on 
that  unhappy  eveny  in  history. 

There  being  ncr  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Mtjndt 

The  free  Peoples  of  the  world  and  the 
people  of ythe  United  States  owe  to  the  en¬ 
slaved  nations  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  help 
and  assistance  to  regain  their  freedom.  On 
the  LBth  anniversary  of  the  completion  of 
the /communization  of  the  territory  of 
CzAihoslovakia  on  February  25,  1948,  we 
lould  give  the  expression  of  our  deep  sym¬ 
pathies  toward  the  subjugated  nations  and 
the  nations  which  became  victims  of  the 
Communist  aggression  and  express  our  hopes 


that  these  nations  again  be  full  free,  politi¬ 
cally  and  economically,  that  they  again  will 
enjoy  full  self-determination  and  democ¬ 
racy  in  their  homelands  in  the  future.  We 
should  encourage  the  enslaved  and  expelled 
Czechs,  Slovaks,  Sudeten  Germans,  Poles, 
Hungarians,  and  Carpatho-Ukrainians  to 
strengthen  their  efforts  to  achieve  freedom 
and  we  should  encourage  their  exiles  to  in¬ 
crease  their  efforts  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  free  world  the  fate  of  their  people  and 
to  bring  about  a  peaceful  abolishment  of 
communism  in  all  countries,  and  territories 
now  behind  the  Iron  Curtain. 

It  is  the  American  tradition  to  be  just 
toward  all  men  and  nations  and  to  support 
those  who  strive  and  long  for  freedom.  On 
the  occasion  of  the  10th  anniversary  of  the 
completion  of  communization  of  Czecho¬ 
slovakia,  we  should  reaffirm  these  principles 
and  traditions  of  ours. 


THE  FARM  PROBLEM 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
now  clear  that  the  administration  will 
neither  offer  nor  recommend  a  new  farm 
program  to  this  session  of  the  Congress. 
It  remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  Con¬ 
gress  itself  can  fashion  one. 

In  the  face  of  this  situation,  and  the 
fact  that  Idaho  farmers  are  confronted 
uth  a  problem  that  grows  steadily  worse, 
I  relieve  that  I  owe  it  to  them/as  their 
Senstor,  to  place  on  record/ here  my 
viewsK  as  they  generally  relate  to  the 
farmeiV  predicament,  so  they  may  know 
where  I  ste,nd,  and  what  /shall  be  work¬ 
ing  for,  ayring  the  remainder  of  the 
session. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  past  4  years, 
the  prices  fanners  must  pay  for  the 
things  they  buy/have  risen,  while  the 
prices  they  receive  for  the  things  they 
produce  have/fallerk  sharply.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  the  farmer  is  caught  in  a  vicious 
cost-price  Squeeze.  The  prices  he  must 
pay  for  /family  living  items,  for  farm 
equipment,  and  for  such  other  necessary 
expenses  as  interest,  freight  costs,  and 
taxes  have  risen  steadily  sinc\l953.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  prices  received  by 
Crmers  for  the  things  they  produce  have 
fallen,  almost  as  steadily,  during  this 
same  period.  In  1952  the  farmer,,  on 
the  average,  was  receiving  a  fair  pigce 
for  his  products.  The  parity  ratio  we 
100.  In  1954  it  was  89.  Last  month  its 
was  82.  This  is  exactly  as  though  the 
farmer  had  taken  a  pay  cut  of  18  cents 
from  every  dollar  of  earnings.  Since 
1951,  while  the  average  per  capita  income 
off  the  farm  has  increased  from  $1,833 
to  $2,018,  the  average  per  capital  income 
for  the  farmer  has  fallen  from  $953  to 
$902.  This  is  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
farm  income  is  being  divided  among 
fewer  and  fewer  farmers,  each  with  a 
■steadily  growing  investment  in  land  and 
equipment.  Last  year  alone,  1.8  million 
people  left  the  farms — the  largest  migra¬ 
tion  away  from  the  farms  ever  to  occur 
in  a  single  year  in  the  history  of  our 
country. 

Of  course,  farmers  know  what  has 
happened  to  them  better  than  I  do;  let 
us  try  to  see  why  it  has  happened.  All 
the  farmers  of  America,  together,  have 
the  capacity,  at  present,  to  produce  more 
farm  products  than  the  country  has 
been  able  to  consume.  This  is  a  wonder¬ 
ful  tribute  to  their  energy  and  increas¬ 


ing  efficiency.  Unfortunately,  our  ec 
nomic  system  does  not  operate  to  reward 
them  for  abundant  production;  it  pe¬ 
nalizes  them.  Let  us  see  why  this  is  so. 
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Uhited  States  Steel  cuts  back  its  pro¬ 
duction,  the  cutback  has  an  immediate 
impact  upon  the  market,  tending  toward 
increasing  the  price  for  steel.  This  is  so 
because  there  are  very  few  manufactur¬ 
ers  of  steel,  and,  when  any  one  of  them 
cuts  back  on  production,  it  immediately 
affects  the  supply  of  steel  available  on 
the  market.  But  an  individual  farmer 
could  shut  down  his  farm  completely 
without  measurable  effect  on  the  market. 
If  he  grows  hay,  he  cannot  take  his  hay 
to  market  and  say,  “I  am  willing  to  sell 
it  for  $25  a  ton,  or  for  $20,  or  for  $15.” 
He  must  go  to  the  market  and  say,  “I 
have  hay  to  sell.  I  must  sell  it  to  live. 
What  will  you  give  me  for  it?” 

Now,  there  is  another  basic  difference 
between  the  problem  the  farmers  face, 
and  the  situation  that  confronts  many 
other  businesses.  When  the  price  for 
cars  goes  down,  the  market  for  cars  can 
be  expected  to  expand  very  rapidly.  The 
same  thing  does  not  happen,  however, 
in  the  case  of  most  farm  products.  This 
is  partly  the  result  of  the  widening  gap 
between  what  the  farmer  receives  for  his 
raw  product,  on  the  one  hand,  and  what 
the  housewife  must  pay  for  the  finished 
product  at  the  market  place,  on  the 
other.  The  farmer’s  share  of  the  dollar 
spent  in  the  grocery  store  has  fallen 
from  48  cents  in  1951  to  39  cents  in  1957. 
Consequently,  the  price  to  the  farmer 
chn  be  reduced  as  much  as  15  cents  or 
20\cents  on  a  given  product,  and  the 
prick  to  the  consumer  for  that  product 
in  the\grocery  store  may  go  down  only 
a  cent  or  two  at  the  most,  or  may  not 
got  dowmat  all.  Moreover,  v/hen  times 
are  generally  prosperous,  and  people  are 
employed,  they  tend  to  buy  about  the 
same  -quantity  of  bread,  potatoes,  and 
even  meat  and\dairy  products,  regard¬ 
less  of  fluctuations  in  the  price  at  the 
grocery  store.  The  people  have  to  eat, 
and  they  can  eat  only  so  much.  So, 
when  farm  product/  are  produced  in 
surplus  quantities,  the ''market  is  ruined. 
The  housewife  does  nothoenefit,  in  any 
proportionate  way,  fromVthe  reduced 
prices  paid  to  the  farmer,  \nd  the  de¬ 
mand  for  farm  products  does  not  in¬ 
crease  sufficiently  to  eliminate  the 
surplus. 

Those  who  say  that  the  farm  problem 
can  be  solved  by  the  expanded  markets 
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that  will  result  from  lower  prices  sim¬ 
ply  (ip  not  take  these  fundamental  facts 
into  consideration.  The  economists  say 
that  cfamand  for  food  is  “inelastic.” 
What  they  mean  is  that  demand  for 
food  does\not  expand  fast  enough  to 
compensate  Nf or  lower  prices.  Overpro¬ 
duction  results  in  a  glutted  market. 
Farmers  understand  this.  Economists 
understand  it.  Evidently  only  the  ad¬ 
ministration  does  rmt. 

This  is  the  reason  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  tried,  from  the  time  of 
the  great  farm  depression  of  the  early 
thirties,  to  devise  a  falm  program  in 
which  farmers  might  participate  in  large 
numbers,  to  end  surpluses,  and  bring 
overall  farm  production  interline  with 
demand,  so  that  farmers  mightSreceive  a 
fair  price  in  the  market  place  Nr  their 
food  and  fiber. 

In  order  to  accomplish  this,  I  haite  no 
doubt  that  we  must  have  some  kind\of 
farm  program.  The  unregulated  fr< 
market  nearly  ruined  the  AmericanN 
farmer  in  the  early  1920’s  and  again  in 
the  1930’s.  Only  those  with  very  short 
memories  have  forgotten  this. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  friend  from  the  great  State  of 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wonder  if  the  thought 
has  occui'red  to  the  Senator  that  one 
way  to  relieve  the  farm  problem  is  to 
help  make  it  possible  for  hungry  people 
to  eat?  The  cost  of  living  has  gone  up 
during  the  past  2  years,  since  the  last 
advance  in  welfare  payments.  It  would 
seem  to  be  a  good  idea  to  me  that  those 
who  are  underprivileged,  or  those  who 
are  on  public  relief,  inasmuch  as  more 
than  half  of  their  funds  go  for  food, 
should  be  given  greater  provision.  That 
would  be  an  advantage  to  the  country, 
and  there  would  be  less  poverty  and  mal¬ 
nutrition  in  this  land  of  ours  if  the  ad¬ 
ministration  were  willing  to  go  along 
with  some  of  us  when  we  try  to  provide 
more  liberally  for  those  who  are  today 
hungry. 

The  Senator  knows  as  well  as  I  do 
that  every  time  some  of  us  try  to  provide 
an  increase  in  welfare  payments  in  order 


income  to  meet  parity  during  the  entire 
5  years — not  in  a  single  month — and  not 
in  a  single  month  have  the  farmers  done 
as  well  as  they  did  in  the  worst  month 
during  the  prior  12  years,  before  the 
present  administration  came  into  power. 
At  the  same  time,  the  bankers  have  had 
an  alltime  high  in  income,  with  the 
highest  interest  rates  that  have  pre¬ 
vailed  in  20  years,  and  continuously  high 
interest  rates.  I  wonder  if  the  thought 
has  occurred  to  the  Senator  that  perhaps 
this  outfit  really  planned  it  that  way  all 
the  time. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  When  I  review  the 
same  record  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  been  good  enough  to  refer, 

I  cannot  help  but  think  that  the  policies 
of  this  administration  have  been 
strangely  calculated  to  favor  the  money 
lender,  and  to  favor  generally  the  people 
who  need  the  benefits  the  least,  but  to 
clearly  disfavor  the  interests  of  the 
American  farmers. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

\Mr.  CHURCH.  Indeed  I  will,  but  I 
slwvuld  like  first  to  make  a  further  com¬ 
ment:  that  the  proof  of -this  statement^ 
is  to  be  found  clearly  in  the  record,  fro) 
the  very  fact  that  last  year,  as  I  h^cVe 
already  ^mentioned,  a  recordbreaking 
number  o\  American  farmers  left  the 
farms  in  aXmass  exodus  to  tb y  cities. 
This,  I  think  Its  to  be  laid  direcity  to  the 
kind  of  farm  program  which  hfis  been 
innovated  and  administered luring  the 
past  4  years. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am^ure  tine  Senator  re¬ 
calls  that  during  thV/ast  presidential 
election  and  during  tjm,  election  5  years 
ago  there  were  quite  aNfew  of  us  who 
said  that  the  Republicans really  believed 
that  the  farmer  was  getting\oo  much. 

Mr.  CHURCH/  That  is  tru< 

Mr.  LONG. /We  were  not  saving  that 
all  Republicans  felt  that  way,  but  that 
was  the  prevailing  view  of  Republicans 
in  general:  The  Republicans  felt  5  years 
ago  thq/t  the  farmer  was  getting  too 
much, /and  perhaps  feel  that  way  no1 
but  they  do  not  feel  the  moneylenders,' 
the/bankers,  and  the  millionaires  are 
getting  enough. 

I  ask  the  Senator  if  the  record  of  this 


to  meet  the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living,  /  administration  during  the  past  5  years 


the  administration  comes  to  Congres, 
to  oppose  it. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  could  not  more  c 
pletely  agree  with  my  good  friend^  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  I  co/id  not 
think  of  a  better  way  to  help  p im°  good 
use  the  surplus  food  with  whioft  we  now 
are  confronted.  Certainly,  this  food  was 
meant  for  nourishment.  There  are  many 
hungry  mouths  to  feed/both  in  this 
country  and  abroad. 

Mr.  LONG.  Will  yfe  Senator  yield 
further? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  J^am  happy  to  yield 
further. 

Mr.  LONG.  Some  people  keep  con¬ 
fusing  us  by  talking  about  all  sorts  of 
complicated  jw ays  to  handle  the  farm 
problem,  in/an  attempt  to  say  that  no 
particulaiymethod  will  work. 

I  wonder  if  the  thought  has  ever  oc¬ 
curred/)  the  Senator  that,  although  the 
administration  has  been  in  power  for  5 
yea/s,  the  farmers  have  not  had  enough 


has  not  demonstrated  that  is  just  about 
what  they  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  could  not  possibly 
agree  more  with  my  good  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  I  would  only 
add  that  later  in  my  remarks  I  make 
reference  to  the  very  thing  the  Senator 
has  so  ably  pointed  out  in  the  course  of 
this  colloquy.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  participation. 

To  be  sure,  there  were  many  things 
wrong  with  the  farm  program  during 
the  20  years  we  watched  it  develop  from 
1932  to  1952.  But  the  basic  ingredients 
were  there.  Farmers  will  not  receive  a 
fair  price  for  their  commodities  so  long 
as  the  market  is  glutted  with  surpluses; 
every  effort  to  control  surpluses  will  fail, 
so  long  as  it  does  not  provide  reasonable 
assurances'  to  the  farmer  that  he  will 
receive  a  fair  price  for  what  he  does 
produce. 

Perhaps  methods  can  be  devised 
whereby  the  excess  production  can  be 


removed  from  the  domestic  market,'  and 
used  to  feed  the  hungry,  both  here 
abroad.  When  production  controls  aj 
necessary,  perhaps  they  can  be 
more  effective  by  administering  them  on 
an  overall,  rather  than  a  crop-bv-crop 
basis.  Perhaps,  also,  effective  jfroduc- 
tion  control  cannot  be  realistically  based 
on  limiting  acres,  but  needs/rather,  to 
be  based  on  limiting  bushej/  or  pounds. 
I  do  not  know  for  sure. 

But  I  am  persuaded,-  fafr  sure,  that  our 
farm  program  has  taken  the  wrong 
direction  during  the  past  4  years.  There 
is  little  evidence  that  the  soil  bank  is 
actually  reducing/  surpluses.  Flexible 
price  supports  h/ve  meant  lower  prices 
to  the  farmer/but  they  have  neither 
eliminated  fafm  surpluses,  nor  have 
they  reducecr the  cost  of  food  or  clothing 
to  the  housewife.  And  every  time  the 
administration  has  lowered  price  sup¬ 
ports,  tile  cost  of  the  support  program 
has  l'jsen.  It  was  $60  million  in  1953, 
lillion  in  1955,  and  $1,300  million 
[957.  Despite  this,  the  administra- 
t/>n  now  proposes  a  new  law  that  will 
permit  the  further  reduction  of  price 
supports. 

The  same  medicine  that  has  already 
weakened  the  patient,  when  given  by  the 
teaspoonful,  we  are  now  asked  to  ad¬ 
minister  by  the  tablespoonful. 

What  is  even  more  discouraging  to  me 
is  the  philosophy  with  which  the  whole 
farm  problem  has  been  treated  in  recent 
years.  Farmers  have  been  told  that  the 
solution  to  their  problems  can  only  be 
found  in  lower  price  supports  and  less 
Government  interference.  Consumers, 
particularly  those  in  the  great  metro¬ 
politan  areas,  have  been  deliberately  en¬ 
couraged  to  believe  that  it  is  contrary  to 
their  interest  for  the  Government  to  try 
to  maintain  farm  prosperity.  The  farm¬ 
er  has  been  portrayed  as  standing  in 
line,  hat  in  hand,  for  handouts  of  the 
taxpayers’  money.  By  insisting  on  low¬ 
ered  price  supports,  those  who  ’  admin¬ 
ister  this  program  have  made  it  impos¬ 
sible  for  farmers  to  do  anything  but  try 
\to  produce  more  and  more,  in  a  despair¬ 
ing  effort  to  meet  their  bills  and  obliga¬ 
tions.  Then,  to  top  it  off,  the  resultant 
sur^uses  have  been  pointed  to  as  evi- 
denc/that  no  farm  program  is  workable. 
In  short,  the  farm  program  has  been  sys¬ 
tematically  dismantled  by  those  who  had 
the  responsibility  for  administering  it. 

Now  we  came  to  the  hardest  question 
of  all.  Wha\  can  be  done  about  it? 
The  farm  bloc  lh  Congress  is  now  divided 
and  demoralized/  A  new  farm  program 
is  desperately  needed,  but  the  adminis¬ 
tration  has  offered  no  change  in  its  ap¬ 
proach,  and  Congress/which  speaks  with 
as  many  voices  as  there  are  Members, 
will  be  hard  put  to  devisd  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  new  program  in  this  session.  Con¬ 
sequently,  a  movement  has  developed  to 
hold  the  line  by  enacting  legislation  that 
will  prevent  further  reduction\in  price 
supports  for  the  1958  crop  year.  ''No  one 
supposes  that  this  approach  constitutes 
a  permanent  solution  to  the  farm  pfcpb- 
lem.  It  is,  at  best,  a  stop-gap  meast 
designed  to  halt  the  rising  tide  of  far 
bankruptcy  during  the  coming  year,  in 
the  hope  that  a  new  comprehensive  farm 
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Public  Law  85-336 
85th  Congress,  H.  R.  9955 
February  26,  1958 

AN  ACT 

_ 72  Stat.  27, _ 

To  provide  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That,  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  and  ending 
on  June  30,  1959,  the  public  debt  limit  set  forth  in  the  first  sentence  49  stat.  21; 
lof  section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be  70  Stat*  519. 
temporarily  increased  by  $5,000,000,000.  31  ^  757b* 

Approved  February  26,  1958. 
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